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AD ,r E R TIS E 1\1 E NT. 


I T is not without a grave cause, that I renew the memory of 
sorrows, mistakes, and strong and (as I think) ill-consi- 
dered measures, themselves long since past, but abiding in 
their effects. The re-awakened interest in Tract 90 within 
the Church of England, attested by its recent reprint in the 
United States and by the wish which has been felt in Eng- 
land that it should be reprinted aillongst us, wi}] justify, I 
trust, an explanation of the circumstances which occasioned 
the original prejudice entertained but too widely against it; 
for to republish it without some such explanation, would 
be but to re-awaken those sleeping inlpressions about it. 
This has already been a result of its republication in the 
United States, ,vhere a paper, apparently a Church organ, 
notices the fact, only to censure Tract 90 in the ternlS 
forn1erly used about it. To myself, also,-when engaged 
upon a general defence of the Articles in my recent Eire- 
nicon, and giving the exposition of certain of theln which 
had, in the luain, comn1ended itself independently, but co- 
Incidently, to the Author of Tract 90, J. Keble, and myself, 
-it appeared very desirable to republish that Tract. In it, 
A2 
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the exposition which, in its main outlines, we had severally 
adopted, was put forth, for the most part, with all that 
marked precision of thought which characterized its writer. 
I say, "for the most part," on account of one purposed 
(xception, which I shall come to presently. I therefore 
obtained the leave of the Author to reprint the Tract, with 
which he had hin1self no further concern; but the reprint- 
ing of which, or any comments upon it, could in no way 
commit him, since he has given his own account of it in 
his Apologia 1. For the following observations I alone aIn 
responsible, having purposely abstained from consu1tin
 
WIll upon tbe subject. 


1 Apolo
laJ pp. 158- J 74. 
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A QUARTER of a century has all but elapsed since Newman, 
in Tract 90, proposed explanations of certain of the Arti- 
cles, sonle of which bear upon things taught in the Roman 
Church, some, not. Various circumstances concurred to 
prevent his work being then appreciated as it deserved. 
\Ve had all been educated in a traditional system whicn 
had practically imported into the Articles a good many 
principles which were not contained in them nor suggested 
by them, yet which were habitualIy identified with them. 
The writers of "The Tracts for the Times," as they became 
more acquainted with Antiquity and the Fathers, gradually 
and independently of one another ]aid these aside. Thus, 
when we learned the value of genuine tradition, we ex- 
amined the Articles, and found that Article VI., so far 
from nlaintaining "private judgment," or that" Scripture 
is its own interpreter,"" rather implied the contrary, and 
that Article XX., by asserting that" the Church hath 
authority in controversies of faith,'" emphatically denied 
unlimited private judglnent. As \ve knew more of the 
authority which the (Ecun1enical Councils had ever had in 

he Church, we came to observe that the XX 1st Article, in 
declaring that "General Councils may err, and someti'ines 
have erred,'" ilnplied at least that some Councils had nevel 
erred, such a.s those which had established the faith which 
the Church received. In like way, we saw that since men 
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could not be justified by a dead faith, when Article X I. 
said that we were 
'justified by faith only," it must lllean, 
"justified by a living faith, i. e. a faith working by love," 
of which the Apostle speaks. We proposed no system to 
oursel Yes, but laid aside, piece by piece, the systenl of 
ult.ra- Protestant interpretation, which had encrusted round 
the Articles. This, doubt.less, appeared in our writings 
fron1 time to time, but the expositions to which we were 
accustolned, and \vhich were, to our lllinds, the genuine 
expositions of the Articles, had never before been brought 
into one focus, as they were in Tract 90. What was to us 
perfectly natural was, to others who had not exanlined the 
Articles from the san1e point of view as ourselves, un- 
natural. They as honestly thought that the systenl, which 
had been imported into the Articles, really lay in theul, 
as we were honestly satisfied that it did not. Onl)" we 
had exalnined the Articles, in order to see whether or nn 
they contradicted other truths; they who did not believe 
those other truths, had no occasion to examine theIll in 
this aspect, and consequently had not so exarnined them. 
This was quite natural. Popular books upon the Articles, 
to which all were accustolned, which had been eluployed as 
text-books in reading the Articles, such as Tonlline's, or 
Burnet's, which canle in subsequently, (in our day it was 
not used, as being held to be unsound,) were on their side, 
not on ours. Only, when the tin1e canle, and our exposi- 
tions were before theIn, they ought, before condemning 
then1, to have exan1Íned them, and that, not superfi- 
I 
cially, or on preconceived or traditional notions about the. 
Articles, but comparing them strictly and conscientiously 
\vith the letter of the Articles, as we had. But we had had 
an interest in so doing, to vindicate our Church from 
unsoundness as to any Catholic truth; they had no such 
interest, and dreaded, conscientiously from their point of 
view, our daily-growing influence. 
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As soon as the attack of the "Four Tutors" Inade 
it apparent that the Tract was likely to be nlisappre. 
hended, Newman explained, that it was written solely 
against this system of interpretation, which brought mean- 
ings inìo the Articles, not out of them, and also why he 
wrote it at all. After stating that he thought that such 
of our Articles as were antagonistic to things taught in 
the Ohurch of Rome, were directed against a traditional 
system in it, which went beyond the letter of its decrees, 
although it pointed their meaning, he added 1 : 
" I should not be honest if I did not add, that I consider our own 
Church, on the other hanù, to have in it a traditionary system, as well 
as the Roman, beyond and beside the letter of its formularies, and to 
be ruled by a spirit far inferior to its own nature. And this tradi- 
tionary system, not only illculca
es what I cannot conceive, but would 
exclude any difference of belief from itself. To this exclusive modern 
system, I desire to oppose myself; and it is as doing this, doubtless, 
that I am incurring the censure of the Four Gentlemen who have come 
before the public. I want certain points to be left open which they 
would close. I am not speaking for myself in one way or another; I 
am not examining the scriptural ness, safety, propriety, or expedience 
of the points in question; but I desire that it may not be supposed as 
utterly unlawful for such private Christians as feel they can do it with 
a clear conscience, to allow a comprecation with the Saints as Bram- 
hall does, or to hold with Andrewes that, taking away the doctrine of 
Transubstantiation from the Mass, we shall have no dispute about the 
Sacrifice; or with Hooker to treat even Transubstantiation as an opi- 
nion which by itself need not cause separation; or to hold with Ham- 
mond that no General Council, truly such, ever did, or shall err in any 
matter of faith; or with Bull, that man was in a supernatural state of 
grace before the faU, by which he could attain to immortality, and 
that he has recovered it in Christ; or with Thorndike, that works of 
humiliation and penance are requisite to render God again propitious 
to those who fall from the grace of Baptism; or with Pearson, that the \ 
Name of Jesus is no otherwise given under Heaven than in the Catho- 
\ic Church. 
" In thus maintaining that we have open questIons, or as I have .ex.. 
pressed it in the Tract, 'ambiguous formularies,' I observe, first, that 
I am introducing no novelty. For instance, it is commonly said that 


1 Letter to Dr. Jelf, in explanation of No. 90, &c., pp. 17-49. 
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the Articles admit both Arminians and Calvinists; the. principle then 
is admitted, as indeed the Four Gentlemen, whom I have several times 
noticed, themselves observe. I do not think it a greater latitude than 
this, to admit those who hold, and those who do not hold, the points 
above specified. 
" Nor, secondly, can it be said that such an interpretation throws any 
uncertainty upon the primary and most sacred doctrines of our reli- 
gion. These are consigned to the Creed; the Articles did not define 
them; they existed before the Articles; they are referred to in the 
Articles as existing facts, just as the broad Roman errors are referred 
to; but the decrees of Trent were drawn up after the Articles." 


In the same letter Newman stated, that the ground 
why he wrote the Tract at all, was to meet a wish "earnestly 
set before him by parties whom he revered 2."1"1 


" I may be wrong in my conviction, I may be wrong in the mode I 
adopt to meet it, but still the Tract is grounded on the belief that th
 
Articles need not be so closed as the received method of teaching 
closes them, and ought not to be for the sake of many persons. If we 
will close them, we run the risk of subjecting persons whom we should 
least like to lose or distress, to the temptation of joining the Church of 
Rome, or to the necessity of withdrawing from the Church as esta- 
blished, or to the misery of subscribing with doubt and hesitation. 
And, as to myself, I was led especially to exert myself with rpference 
to this difficulty, from having had it earnestly set before me by par- 
ties I revere, to do all I could to keep members of our Church from 
straggling in the direction of Rome; and, as not being able to pursue 
the methods commonly adopted, and as being persuaded that the view 
of the Articles I have taken is true and honest, I was anxious to set 
it before them. I thought it would be useful to them, without hurting 
anyone else. 
" I have no wish or thought to do more than to claim an admission 
for these persons to the right of subscription. Of course I should 
rejoice if the members of our Church were aU of one mind; but they 
are not; and till they are, one can but submit to what is at present 
the will, or rather the chastisement, of Providence. Alid let me now 
implore my brethren to submit, and not to force an agreement at the 
risk of a schism." 


There is another fact, which I will mention, as having 
been an occasion of the misconception of Tract 90, at its 


2 Letter to Dr. Jelf, in explanation of No. DO, &c., pp. 28, 29. 
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first appearance. In its first edition, Newman drew no 
line as to what Article XXII. rejected, and what it 
admitted of. He ever shrank from being a leader; and 
especially he wished not to encourage young Inen, upon his 
own well-deserved authority, to go to the verge of what the 
Church of England did not condelnn, although she did not 
sanction it. In the second edition, however, before anyad- 
verse opinion had been expressed, although not before preju- 
dices had arisen, Newman, at the instance of others (partly 
perhaps DlY own), supplied this, marking his alterations by 
the brackets which have been retained in the present edition. 
Two circumstances precipitated men's judgn1ents be- 
yond recall. By an unhappy combination, two tutors, of 
the as yet undeveloped "broad" (which in some of its 
members has become the half-believing or un-beIieving) 
party, and two, I believe, of the Evangelical S, printed a 
joint memorial to " the Editor of the Tracts for the Times,'" 
requesting him to make known the name of the writer of 
Tract 90. The ground of their memorial was,- 
" This publication is entitled' Remarks on certain passages in the 
Thirty-nine Articles,' and as these Articles are appointed by the 
statutes of the University to be the text-book for Tutors in their Theo- 
logical teaching, we hope that the situations we hold in our respective 
Colleges will secure us from the charge of presumption in thus coming 
forward to address you. 
"The Tract has in our apprehension a highly dangerous tendency, 
from its suggesting, that certain very important errors of the Church 
of Rome are not condemned by the Articles of the Church of England: 
for instance, that those Articles do not contain any condemnation of 
the doctrines; 
1. Of Purga tory, 
2. Of Pardons, 
3. Of the Worshipping and Adoration of Images and Relics, 
4. Of the Invocation of Saints, 
5. Of the 
Iass, 
3 I used the word" party" simply to express the general character 
of a person's theology, not as ascribing to individuals that they acted 
in 8 party way. In this sense, I suppose, I am informed, that one 01 
these two careful1y stood aloof from all party.-Ed. 2. 
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as they are taught authoritatively by the Church of Rome; but only 
of certain absurd practices and opinions which intelligent Romanists 
repudiate as much as we do. It is intimated, moreover, that the De- 
claration prefixed to the Articles, so far as it has any weight at all, 
sanctions this mode of interpreting them, as it is one which takes them 
in their 'literal grammatical sense,' and does not 'affix any new 
senses' to them. The Tract would thus appear to us to have a ten- 
dency to mitigate, beyond what charity requires, and to the prejudice 
of the pure truth of the Gospel, the very serious differences which 
separate the Church of Rome from our own, and to shake the con- 
fidence of the less learned members of the Church of England in the 
Scriptural character of her formularies and teaching. \Ve readily admit 
the necessity of allowing that liberty in interpreting the formularies 
of our Church, which has been advocated by many of its most learned 
Bishops and eminent Divines; but this Tract puts forth new and 
startling views as to the extent to which that liberty may be carried. 
For if we are right in our apprehension of the author's meaning, we 
are at a loss to see what security would remain, were his principles 
generally recognized, that the most plainly erroneous doctrines of the 
Church of Rome might not be inculcated in the lecture-rooms of the 
University and from the pulpits of our Churches." 


To this Newn1an replied with a courtesy and hUll1iJity 
\vhich, after a lapse of twenty-four years, is still touching; 
but with the most entire and absolute contradiction 4_ 


"Four Gentlemen, Tutors of their respective Col1eges, have pub- 
lished a protest against the Tract in question. I have no cause at all 
to complain of their so doing, though, as I shall directly say, I con- 
sider that they have misunderstood me.. They do not, I trust, suppose 
that I feel any offence or soreness at their proceeding; of course, I 
naturally think that I am right and they are wrong; but this persua- 
sion is quite consistent both with my honouring their zeal for Christian 
truth and their anxiety for the welt:'lre of our younger members, anG 
with my very great consciousness that, even though I be right in my 
principle, I may have advocated truth in a wrong way. Such acts 
as theirs when done honestly, as they have done them, must benefit 
all parties, and draw them nearer to each other in good will, if not in 
opinion.. But to proceed to the subject of this letter. 
" I propose to offer some explanation of the Tract in two respects,- 
as to its principal statement and its object. 
"1. These Four Gentlemen, whom I have mentioned, llave misun.. 
derstood me in so material a point, that it certainly is necessary to 


4 Letter to Dr. Jelf, in explanation of No. 90, &c., pp. 1, 2. 
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enter into the subject at some length. They consider that the Tract 
asserts that the Thirty-nine Articles 
" 'do not contain any condemnation of the doctrines of Purgatory, 
Pardons, ,V orshipping and Adoration of Images and Reliques, the 
Invocation of Saints, and the i\Iass, as they are taugllt autlwritati'l.ely 
by the Church of Rome, but only of certain absurd practices and opi- 
nions, which intelligent Romanists repudiate as much as we do.' 
" On the contrary I consider that they do contain a condemnation of 
the authoritative teaching of the Church of Rome on these points; I 
only say that, whereas they were written before the decrees of Trent, 
they were not directed against those decrees. The Church of Rome 
taught authoritatively before those decree8, as well as since. Those 
decrees expressed her authoritative teaching, and they will continue 
to express it, while she so teaches. The simple question is, whether 
taken by themselves in their mere letter, they express it; whether in 
fact other senses, short of the sense conveyed in the present authorita- 
tive teaching of the Roman Church, will not fulfil their letter, and may 
flot even now in point of fact be held in that Church." 
It appears from the context that Newman, at that time, 
used stronger language in regard to t.he practical Roman 

ystem than most of us, I believe, whose minds were natu- 
rally less bold, ventured to employ. I mention this only as 
illustrating the strong honesty of the Tract, \vhich to me 
it ever seemed so strange that any could have doubted. So 
little did those who wrote or spoke against us know about 
us. After again illustrating the difference between the 
Tl'identine decrees and the practical system, he said once 
more 6,_ 
"This distinction between the words of the Tridentine divines and 
the authoritative teaching of the present Church, is made in the Tract 
itself, and would have been made in far stronger te't"ms, had I not 
often before spoken against the actual state of the Church of Rome, or 
could I have anticipated the sensation which the appearance of the 
Tract has excited. I say, 
U , By "the Romish doctrine" is not meant the Tridentine doctrine, 
because this Article was drawn up before the decree of tbe Council of 
Trent. 'Vhat is opposed is the received doctrine of tlte day, and un- 
ltappily of this day too, or the doctrine of the Roman Sclwols.'-p. 24. 
" This doctrine of the Schools is at present, on the whole, the esta- 


· Letter to Dr. J elf, in explan atioll of 'tJ o. 90, &c., pp. 9, 10. 
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blished creed of the Roman Church, and this I call Romallism or 
Popery, and against this I think the Thirty-nine Articles speak. I 
think they speak, not of certain accidental practices, but of a body and 
substance of divinity, and that traditionary, an existing ruling spirit 
and view in the Church." 


I t would manifestly be a shocking abuse of the kindness 
which pernlits me to reprint Tract 90, to cite any language 
which the writer has since retracted in regard to the ROluan 
Ch\lrch, to which he has since subluitted, as believing it to 
be the one Church of God. But the occurrence of that lan- 
guage in his explanation of the Tract should have checked 
the rash judgments which were passed upon it. Unhappily 
the Heads of Houses precipitated their condenlnation of the 
Tract. The censure of Tract 90 by the Heads was issued 
on the l\10nday following that, on which the Four Tutors 
had addressed their menlorial to the Editor of the Tracts. 
On Wednesday, 
larch 10, the Vice-Chancellor laid 
before the Hebdonladal Board Tract 90, together with the 
nlenlorial of the 
Io Four Tutors." Two days afterwards, 
Friday, .l\larch 12, the decision on Tract 90 was passed, 
and a Conllnittee was appointed to draw up forlnally the 
resolution in which (1) the "Tracts for the Tilnes" should 
be disowned, (2) Tract 90 should be condemned, as "evad- 
ing rather than eXplaining the Articles." On the next 
nleeting of the Hebdomadal Board, the following .l\ionday, 
l\iarch 15, the resolution, embodying those two points 
which had been agreed upon, was issued. On the following 
day, March 16, Newman's" Letter to Dr. J elf" appeared. 
II is full explanation, that he did consider that the Thirty. 
nine Articles do contain a condemnation of authoritative 
teaching of the Church of Rome, upon the very subjects 
upon which the" Four Tutors" had alleged that he sug- 
gested that they do not, was but a few hours too late. If 
the Heads had granted the respite of those few hours, which 
were needed in order to publish what, with his usual rapidity 
of execution, Newman had already in the press, it would 
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l1ave been impossible for theln to condemn Tract 90 in the 
terms in which they did condemn it. For the ground of 
the censure was cut away. No one can tell how much of 
the subsequent history of the Church of England might not 
have been altered, had the respite of those few hours been 
granted. The Hebdomadal Board had their own choice of 
tin1e; no one awaited their decision, for no one had asked 
for it. Even the memorial of the 

 Four Tutors" had not 
been addressed to them. They preferred to give the deci- 
sion, five da)'s (Sunday included) from. the tin1e when one 
of their own members brought the subject before theln. A 
note at the close of Newman's "Letter to Dr. Jelf" says, 
'" Since the above was in type, it has been told me that the 
Hebdomadal Board has recorded its opinion about the 
Tract." 
\Ve had donlj what we could to obtain a hearing, or a 
suspension of the condemnation. I have been ren1inded, 
that I myself wrote to the then Vice-Chancellor on the 
Friday (l\Iarch 12), upon which the I-Ieads met to de- 
liberate upon Tract 90, giving an explanation of its bear- 
ings, what, in my belief, it did and what it did not intend 6. 
For this letter no one is responsible but myself. I told 
Newman indeed my purpose of writing it, but I did not 
show it him, or tell him any thing of it.s contents. 


" 
I Y DEAR MR. V ICE-CHANCELLOR, 
"Writings often appear so different, according to the impression 
with which one first takes them up, that I hope I shan not appear 
presuming upon your kindness, if I write to you a few lines on the 
Tract, which I understand has been the subject of discussion at your 
Board, knowing, as I do intimately, the mind of the writer. 
U His feelings were these; our Church has condemned nothing 
Catholic, but only Romish errors; yet there are certain opinions and 
practices, more or less prevailing in Catholic antiquity, having some 
relation to the later Romish error, which might seem to be condemned 
by our Articles, as they are often popularly unde!"stood. 


6 I am enabled to publish this letter by the candour and courtesy of 
the individual to whom it was addressed. 
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u This would be a subject of great perplexity to some minds, and 
tend to alienate them from their Church, if she have indeed condemned 
w hat is Catholic. Such persons might-not merely be unable to sign 
the Articles, but-doubt whether they ought to remain in lay-com- 
munion with the Church, if she have so done. (I happen to know 
one such case, which would, as far as an individual can be, be a great 
blow and shock, where a person's doubts, whether he will remain in 
communion \\

Ò. I)ur Church. turn on this very point.) Thus, as he 
has noticed, there are several opinions of there being some Purgatorial 
process before or at the Day of Judgment, whereby those who de- 
parted out of this life in an imperfect state, would be fitted for the 
Presence of God. Are all these (such an one would ask) condemned 
by our Church? Again, it is very common to hear any high doctrine 
as to the Lord's Supper condemned as involving Transubstantiation, 
or Romanists enlist in support of their worship of saints all apostro- 
phes which one may find to departed saints in the Fathers. 
" Now, of course, you feel that it is an act of charity and duty to 
facilitate in any lawful way persons remaining ill their Church: on 
other points we are content (and I think rightly) to allow our formu- 
laries to be construed laxly (I can have no doubt contrary to the 
meaning of their writers). Were, e. g., the strict meaning of the 
Baptismal Service enforced at once, how many valuable persons would 
forsake the Church! In the imperfect state in which we are, they are 
patiently borne with. Why should we not deal equally patiently with 
another class, equally valuable? Why, if a person do not hold the 
, Romish doctrine of Purgatory' to be Catholic, should he look upon 
himself as condemned by our Articles, if he hold the Greek view, or if 
he suppose that, at the Day of Judgment, those who are saved should 
pass through fire, in which those stained with much sin should suffer? 
Or (which is more likely) why should he be obliged to look on the 
Fathers who so hold as condemned by our Church? The rejection of 
the doctrine of Baptismal regeneration is tolerated; why may not the 
belief of some sort of Purgatorial process? 
" Forgive my troubling you at this length, but I wished to show 
how the Tract had a practical bearing in relieving persons, whose mis- 
givings as to remaining in our Church, or even their scruples, every 
one would be glad to see removed. 
" Believe me, my dear !\fr. Vice-Chancellor, 
" \Vith much respect, 
"Yours very faithfuHy, 
"E. B. PUSEY. 


" Christ Church, 
" March 12, 1841. 


"It can hardly be necessary to say, tbat neither the writer of the 
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Tract nor myself need any such explanations of the Articles for ou
 
selves; it was written to meet the case of others." 


\Vhether this letter was calculated to increase or to allay 
the fears of the Heads as to the state of things which they 
deprecated, practically it had no effect at all. For it was 
written on the day upon which the Heads decided upon the 
characteristic terms of the condemnation of Tract 90, and 
of the disowning of the Tracts. The majority which sup- 
ported those Ineasures was too overwhelming to allow of the 
supposition that it had any weight whatever. Yet, whether 
wise or unwise, it brought two points before the Heads, 
I) that the Tract claimed a liberty for persons to hold 
opinions held in the early Church, not the characteristic 
Roman doctrine; 2) that it only claimed a toleration on the 
one side, which was conceded. and which we were glad to see 
conceded, in an opposite direction. For we ,vere convinced 
that the then evils in the Church could not be remedied by 
any measures of man; they would, we trusted, be healed 
by the Spirit of God. 
On another ground, it is plain, that the letter, as cODling 
from a younger man, was disregarded by the Heads (if they 
ever saw it). For their assertion that Tract 90 "sug- 
gested modes of interpretation-reconciling su bscription to 
the Articles with the adoption of errors which they were 
designed to counteract," was in direct contradiction to 
what I stated, that Tract 90 was intended to disclaim the 
condemnation of opinions held in the early Church, not of 
what I called" the later Romish error." Of course, in the 
disclaimer, that the writer of Tract 90 or myself did not 
need this line of interpretation, I was Teferring to what 
was in everyone's mouth and mind, what the Four Tutors 
had mainly insisted upon, and I had instanced in the letter, 
the latitude claimed by the interpretation of Art. XXII. 
as to opinions or practices, which I believed to be no part 
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of faith, and which I did not myself hold or practise, not 
to any int.erpretations which bore upon matters of faith. 
A contemporary letter, defending the proceedings of the 
Board, states that the resolution of Friday, March 12, 
"that they ought to censure the Tract in sonle public and 
official ,vay," "was carried by nineteen against two 1." 
Whether we then knew that this resolution ,vas actually 
carried, I know not. A letter, written at the time to an 
absent friend, and giving a graphic account of the events 
of that eventful week, states that "as soon as it became 
known that the Heads meant to attack No. 90, Newman 
began writing a short pamphlet to explain its statements 
and objects, and let the Heads know that it was coming, 
through Pusey and the Provost of OrieL" This notice re- 
awakened as (such statements do) my own latent memories, 
far beyond the fact stated; and 1 remember vividly my 
going to Newman, consulting with him, and obtaining his 
leave to ask the Provost of Oriel to request of the Board a 
delay of their judgn1ent, until the author should be able to 
publish his explanation, and going straight to the Provost's 
to make the application On the next day, March 14, 
Newman thought it best (as he told me) himself to inforn1 
the Provost of the forthcoming explanation, and of the 


7 "Two Letters concerning No. 90 in the series called The Tracts 
for the Times (printed for priv.9.te distribution only)," pp. 13, 14. The 
statement is that of the Rev. John Griffiths. I am glad to preserve 
the memory of what is, I believe, an undoubted fact, that the two 
who voted against the condemnation of Tract 90 (though the one is 
said to have disagreed from it, the other not to have been satisfied 
that he understood all its bearings) were the late respected Rector of 
Exeter, the Rev. Dr. Richards, and one oÎ the Proctors, the Rev. E. 
A. Dayman, Fellow of Exeter. I understand, too, that Dr. Routh 
(who always sympathized so kindly with us, and, on some important 
occasions, gave us his name, as agreeing with us) was, although 
absent, adverse to the condemnation. 
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natural wish of the author of the Tract, that-Ï.1 fact" he 
should not be condemned without being heard. This was 
what the wish amounted to, though N eWI11an expressed it 
in his own retiring way. He wrote thus :- 
;ó I think it worth while, that you should know that the Author of 
the Tract, which I understand is occupying the attention of your 
Board, has written a short explanation of it, which will appear on 
Tuesday or 'Vednesday next. Of course, it would be more agreeable 
to him that it should be in your hands before any opinion is publicly 
expressed on the subject by your Board, but he is quite content to leave 
it to your judgment." 


The Provost of Oriel tells me, that in consequence of 
this note, on 
londay the 15th, "he llloved the Board that 
all proceedings as to Tract 90 should be suspended, until 
the publication of the author"s promised explanation." 
But he found next to no support. I t was stated at the 
titHe" 8 on the direct authority of ear-witnesses,'" that" the 
nlinority" who voted for the delay, "consisted of either 
thrpe or four." The fatal censure was accordingly issued, 
I believe, early on l\Iarch 16; and ill the course of the 
afternoon, "the Letter to Dr. Jelf" appeared, which con- 
tained the explanations, for which that respite had been 
asked. A copy of " the Letter to Dr. J elf" is still extant, 
with this notice in the hand of the late Dr. Bliss on the 
fly-leaf, "PuLlished in the afternoon of Tuesday, l\larch 
16." I...ess than twelve hours elapsed 9 between the issue of 
the censure and the appearance of the explanation, which, 


8 Two Letters, p. 15. 
9 In the first edition I stated, " An intimate friend who was daily with 
Newman tells me that Newman asked for twelve hours to explain him- 
self, and was l"efused them." This statement, which was made on good 
authority, must have meant, that he asked for a time, which, in effect, 
amounted to " twelve hours." As the Hebdomadal Board is known to 
have sat in the afternoon, of course the statement did not mean, that 
he asked for twelve hours from the time when the Board began to sit 
(which would have been tilll a.m. the next morning). I mentioned 
the time which was stated to me. I now give the fuller account of 
facts, which I have since f'itlwl" learned or remembcred.-Ed. 2. 
a 
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I believe, would have nlade that censure impossible in the 
form in which it was conceived. 
The condemnation was almost inconceivably precipitate. 
I do not mean to blame anyone; especially since twenty- 
four years have removed froln this world so many who 
took part in that decision. But in the thought of what has 
been lost, what might have been, perhaps, saved, time but in- 
tensifies the sorrow, that those few hours were not granted. 
'Vhatever was the ground of this haste, so it was that, 
on the day before the explanation was to appear which 
should remove the charge of the Four Tutors, the Heads 
of Houses embodied their condemnation in one of those 
telling antitheses, which fix themselves in the minds of 
people who do not think for themselves. 
The condemnation ran, 
" Considering that it is enjoined in the statutes of this University 
(Tit. iii. s. 2, Tit. ix. s. ii. 
 3, s. v. 
 3) that every student shall be 
instructed and examined in the Thirty-nine Articles- and shall sub- 
scribe to them; considering also that a Tract has re
ently appeared, 
dated from Oxford, and entitled 'Remarks on certain passages in the 
Thirty-nine Articles,' being No. 90 of the' Tracts for the Times,' a 
series of anon ymous publications, purporting to be written by member, 
of tlle University, but wlticll are in no way sanctioned by the University 
itself ; 
" Resolved, That modes of interpretation such as are suggested in 
the said Tract, evading rather than eXplaining the sense of the Thirty.. 
nine Articles, and reconciling subscription to them with the adoption 
of errors, which they were designed to counteract, defeat the object, 
and are inconsistent with the due observance of the above-mentioned 
statutes." 


The significant disclaimer of the" Tracts for the Times" 
gpnerally, as well as of No. 90 in particular, looks like the 
vent of a long-l ent-up wish to be free of us. For no one 
could inlagine that the University sanctioned Tracts, printed 
and published in London, in which it could find nothing to 
condemn by any form of law, and to which no one of the 
contributors had affixed his initials, except 111Y s elf, and 
N ewrnan (at IllY suggestion upon the wish of others) to an 
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early Tract, which, however, he discontinued. I have, of 
course, no means of knowing whether the Heads ever read 
Newman"s explanation, which showed the injustice of the 
charge of " evading rather than eXplaining the sense of the 
Articles."" I hope that, the censure having been passed, 
and no further proceedings being then to be founded upon it, 
they did not 
 else it is inconceiva.ble to me how they allowed 
the ternlS of that censure to stand, or how they could repeat 
the same charge four years afterwards. I t appears from 
the letter of John I(eble 1 (which was widely circulated at 
the tinle among the antagonists of Tract 90, although now 
first published), that the Heads of Houses knew that they 
,vere condelnning the author of "The Christian Year," as 
,veIl as Newman. John I(eble had eagerly avowed to then1, 
that he had given his hearty sanction to Tract 90, and had 
expressed his wish that it should be published. Other 
counsels prevailed. The car went on; it mattered not, over 
whorn its wheels should pass. 
It was rumoured at the time, (for the conòemned knew 
little of the proceedings of the condenlners, except that 
they were employed on the condemnation,) that the Heads 
of Houses were the nlore pronlpt in their conden1nation, 
because, the "Tracts for the Times" being, with hardly any 
exception, anonymous, they thought that they might con- 
demn the Tract without a pointed condemnation of the 
author. If so, in this too they knew us not. Personally, 
it would not have been an added pang to any of us, to be 
himself condenlned. Each would have preferred that it 
should be hinlself. All which any of us heeded was the 
condernnation of any of the principles or truths, which we 
held or taught, by any persons invested with any authority; 
and this, not for our own sakes, but in view of the evil 


1 I have obtained the consent of the writer to publish it, in times in 
many respects happily different, as illustrative of the mind and thoughts 
of those whom Tract 90 represented. 
a 2 
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which would probabJy ensue. Nor could anyone help 
knowing, of whose acute mind Tract 90 bore the inlpress. 
l{eble too, and nlyself, whose styles were very different 
frolll that of each other and of Tract 90, had both written 
to the Heads, as to the Author, as distinct froln ourselves. 
Few could doubt that the Author, whoever he was, nlust 
avow himself. Concealment would, in any case, have been 
un- English, and the writers, alllong whom the choice lay, 
were now but few. Newman's explanation in his letter to 
J elf had been, like Tract 90, anonymous. He avowed him- 
self the author on the day on which the condemnation 
appeared, in a letter still touching for its humility. 


LETTER FROM THE REV. J. HI' NEWMAN. 
"MR. VICE-CHANCELLOR, - I write this respectfulJy to 
inform you, that I alll the &uthor, and have the sole respon- 
sibility of the Tract on which the Hebdomadal Board has 
just no\v expressed an opinion, and that I have not given 
my name hitherto, under the belief that it was desired that 
I should not. I hope it will not surprise you if I say, that 
lllY opinion relnains unchanged of the truth and honesty of 
the principle 11laintained in the Tract, and of the necessity 
of putting it forth. At the same tin1e, I am prompted by 
IllY feelings to add Iny deep consciousness that every thing 
I attempt might be done in a better spirit, and in a better 
way; and, while I aln sincerely sorry for the trouble and 
anxiety I have given to the menlbers of the Board, I beg to 
return n1Y thanks to them for an act which, even though 
founded on nlisapprehension, may be made as profitable to 
myself as it is religiously and charitably intended. 
, I say all this with great sincerity, 
'" And anl, lVIr. Vice-Chancellor, 
" Your obedient Servant, 
"JOHN HENRY NEWMAN. 


"Oriel College, l\Iarch 16th." 
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The writer of the conteluporary letter, who was living in 
society from which I had retired, wrote that this letter 
h softened n1any people." Of the explanation he said: 


" Soon after came out Newman'8 explanation in 8 letter to J elf, his 
point being to defend himself against the charges, 1) of dishonesty and 
evasion, and 2) of wantonness. This has rather staggered people as 
to the immediate move. I think they feel that he has shown that 
they did not take quite time enough to understand his meaning; and 
he has brought together for their benefit in a short compass, and in a 
pamphlet which every body is sure to read, some disagreeable facts 
and statements from our Divines." 


Yet the blow was struck, and had gone hOlue. The 
forn! which the Heads chose for their condeinnation of the 
Tract involved this, in his own words, That" I had been 
posted up by the marshal on the buttery-hatch of every 
College of my University after the manner of discommoned 
pastry-cooks." The whole country rang with that "evad- 
ing rather than eXplaining the sense of the Articles." 
" Evading" is the special object of hatred to English 
honesty. Newnlan has summed up the result,-" t I saw 
clearly that my place in the 
Iovelnent was lost; public 
confidence ,vas at an end; my occupation was gone. It 
was simply an in1possibility that I could say any thing 
henceforth to good effect, when &c." "In 3 the last words 
of IllY letter to the Bishop of Oxford, I thus resigned my 
own place in the 
Iovenlent." 
I t is a conUl1on inlpression, and was nlY own, that Tract 
90 was censured by the Heads of Houses in 1841, on ac- 
count of its explanations of those Articles alone, which bear 
upon Roman doctrine. It way have been so, since these 
subjects had been singled out by the" Four Tutors." It 
was so in the decree which was proposed to the University, 
at eight days' notice, on Feb. 13, 1845, and ,vhich was 
vetoed by the Proctors. But in an intermediate, docu. 


2 Apologia, pp. 172, 3. 


I lb. p. 175. 
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ment, the Preanlble to the test which the Heads pronul1. 
gated at the close of 1844, other "unsound opinions " were 
expressly included, although not specified. It ran " 

 Since 
some have wrongly interpreted those Articles of Faith and 
Religion, wherein unsound opinions, and especiall!/ the errors 
of the ROlnanists, are censured, in such sort that they 
seeln scarcely or not at all to oppose those errors," &c. 
Since interpretations of the .l\.rticles, opposed to certain 
Ronlan doctrines, were especiall!/ condenlned, they were of 
course not exclusively condeinned. And what the Heads 
required by that test was, a declaration,-'
 I profess that 
I will subscribe-all and each of the Articles in the sense 
in ,vhich I firrnly believe that they were originally puhlished 
and are now proposed by the University as a certain and 
undoubted test of lllY opinions." So that if one thought 
that the fraluer of Article XVII. was an Augustinian, 
another, that he was a Calvinist, a third, that he was an 
Anninian, each must subscribe it in a different sense, 
according to his opinion as to' the private opinions of the 
franlers. 
The test applied to the interpretation of the Articles on 
Justification or on General Councils, as much as to Art. 
XXII. In each case, menlbers of the University who 
were suspected by the authorities, (for these only were to 
subscribe it,) would have had to reject any interpretation 
of the Articles, other than that which he supposed to have 
been in the lllind of the Framers, as indorsed by the domi- 
nant body in the U niversitJT. 
Further, it appeared even from this Preanlble, that 
others, besides the Author of Tract 90, were ainled at in 
the test. For it says, "since Bonze, &c." This was brought 


4 The Latin of that Preamble was, "Quoniam yero articulos illos 
Fidei et Religionis, in quibus reprehenduntur male sanæ opiniones, et 
præsertim Romanensium errores, ita nonnulli perperam interp.J"etati 
sunt, ut erroribus istis vix aut ne yix quidem ad\.ersari videantur," &c:. 
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out more distinctly in the decree, proposed on Feb. ] 3, 
which implied moreover that \ve \vere therein opposed to 
1.1. the true faith of the Gospel." The Preamble was 
worded: 


" 'Vhereas it is the declared purpose of this University to maintain 
and inculcate the true faith of the Gospel, and to this end it is enjoined 
in the statutes of the University that every student shall be instructed 
and examined in the Thirty-nine Articles, and shall subscribe to them 
on ,'arious occasions [referring to the se"eral statutes], and whereas 
in the 90th number of the Tracts for the Times, entitled' Remarks on 
certain Passages in tbe Thirty-nine Articles,' modes of interpretation 
were suggested, and lwve since been advocated in other publications 
purporting to be written by Alembers of the University, by which sub- 
scription to the said Articles might be reconciled with the adoption of 
Roman Catholic Errors ;-It is hereby declared and decreed," &c. 


Then followed the resolution of 1841 s, which was then 
to be passed as a decree of the University, had God so 
pern1Ïtted. 
I t is illustrative of the condemnation of Tract 90 by the 
Heads, that, at least in 184.5, they proposed to the U ni- 
versity to condemn, not its Author alone, but its defenders 
en masse (!3uch as the late \V. B. Heathcote and myself), 
and so that no special opprobrium was then intended against 
Tract 90, except as the original delinquent. 
It is clear also, that the University \vould not have 
ratified this condemnation of Tract 90. The nalnes of 554 

len1bers of Convocation, who thanked the Proctors for 
their veto (among wholl1 I have discovered three only who 
were at that till1e what is called" liberals" in matters of 
faith), show that the Heads judged rightI
y from their own 
point of view, in not raising the question again, when they 
had the opportunity a few n10nths later; for they would 
have been defeated. 
2. The second fact, which aggravated and fixed the 
n1isinterpretation of Tract 90, was the conlment put upon 


Ii Gi \"CH above, ir. p. xviii. 



XXIV 


FREFACE. 


Newman's teaching in it by 'iV. G. \Yard, the author of 
L_ The Ideal of the Christian Church." He had, before this, 
discovered, that he could not follow N ewnlan, and had 
thereupon taken for his guide the Council of Trent. But 
he never dissociated the letter of the Council of Trent frolH 
that vast practical system, upon which sOlne of its decrees 
bear, although it abstained from laying down any definite 
doctrine upon the several subjects. He, then, interpreted 
Tract 90 on the Ron1an side, as I defended it on the Eng- 
lish side. \Ve both alike acted on our own responsibility. 
I t appears now that \Vard misinterpreted Tract 90 in two 
very serious ways; (1) that he connected with it the clainl 
to "hold all Roman doctrine'" (including, apparently, the 
whole practical system, not the letter of decrees only,) 
whereas N eWlnan has told us in his" Apologia," that he 
did not hold Transubstantiation until he had submitted to 
the Roman Church 
 (2) by the use of the very offensive 
word "non-naturaI 6 ."I') So then the charge brought 


6 Canon Oakeley has pointed out, that 'Vard first used the word 
"non-natural " in his" Ideal" in 1844, and therefore that it could not 
have increased the odium against Tract 90 in the interval between 
1841-1844. It did any how afterwards. He says also that "non- 
natural" interpretations are not therefore dishonest. True, if a person 
himself believes them to be "natural" interpretations. The interpre- 
tation of the words, "we yield Thee hearty thanks that it hath pleased 
Thee to regenerate this infant with Thy Holy Spirit," by "the judg- 
ment of charity" is unnatural, because an infants are alike incapable 
of good or evil, so that there is nothing upon which to exercise any 
judgment of charity. All is from the goodwill of God towards them 
all alike. But the interpretation is not dishonest in those, who can 
belie\'e it to be true. That which attached the idea of dishonesty to 
Mr. \Vard's claim was, that he called Ids own interpretations" non- 
natural." His defence in the Theatre was, that all alike were re- 
duced to such interpretations; I know not whether he added, H be- 
lieving them to be non-natural," which occasioned the charge of 
dishonesty. The English mind does not distinguish between" non- 
natural" and" unnatural." The question however was not, whether 
an interpretation which a person adopts was not natural, but, whether 
he subscdbed in a sense which he himself belie,-ed '/lot to be natural. 
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against Tract 90 seenled to be borne out, in that 
ne, who 
appeared as its interpreter., clainled to "hold all Roman 
doctrine 7,'1' which, in the popular estilllation, involved the 
teaching of the whole practical Roman system in our pul- 
pits. Further, the charge of "evading the sense of the 
Articles," ,vas apparently justified, when one who wrote 
in its defence avowed that his own interpretation was 
'" non-naturaL" 
I was informed, many years after the condemnation of 
'Vard, by one who 8, I have understood, took a leading part 
in preparing it, that, not the alleged misinterpretation of 
the XXXIX Articles in itself, but what the Heads thought 
"" bad faith" in that interpretation, ,vas the ground of his 
condemnation. It seemed to hinl consistent in the Heads 
to have proposed the degradation of Ward, and yet not 
to propose the condemnation of those who contradicted 
Articles which lay down the central truths of the Christian 
faith. The difference was, that Ward, by calling his inter- 
pretations "non-natural," suggested that they were dis- 
honest; those others, who used "non-natural" interpreta- 
t.ions, did not call them so. 
There ,vas indeed a marked difference between the feeling 
evinced by Convocation towards Newman and \Vard, in 
that lVard ,vas condenlned, while those 554 menlbers of' 
Convocation thanked the Proctors for forbidding that 
hastily-prepared condenlnation of Tract 90 and its de- 


This was (and I think deservedly) the offensiveness of the claim.- 
Ed. 2. 
'1 1\11'. Oake1ey, in his" Few 'V ords," said, " I do not include [among 
those who in subscribing the Artic1('I:), 'renounce 110 one Roman doc- 
trine'] the revered author of Tract 90, whose precise and matured view 
upon this question I do not know; and who has certainly neither stated 
Hor implied in the Tract, that he considers the Articles capab1e of this 
extreme interpretation; although, neither (if my memory serves me, 
for I am too much pressed for time to ascertain the point) has he tbere 
stated or implied the reverse.:J 
8 The late Dr. Cardwell. 
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fenders. Still, the unhappy 
vord " non-natural''! has 
stuck to the whoie class of interpretations of the Articles, 
of which Tract 90 was the distinguished exponent. This 
appeared at a comparatively lat.e period in 
1 r. 
laurice'!s 
censure of myself, as though "non-natural'" had been a 
ternI which I had IHyself accepted. 
\Vhile Tract 90 relnained uncondemned, Newlnan did 
what in hin1 lay to explain it. After its condemnation by 
the IIeads of Houses, he renlained silent, except in giving 
such statell1ents to his Bishop, as his Bishop wished hiln 
to renew in order to allay the excitenIent. And so his 
explanation was overlooked, and \V. G. \Vard.s, being the 
nIost exasperating which could be offered, was taken as its 
exponent. In this way, for twenty-three years, Tract 90 
and its author relnained under the odiunl ûf a wrong inter- 
pretation, until, in order to vindicate lue frolll a charge Blade 
by 1\11'. 1\laurice, N ewnIan broke the silence, which in all 
those years he had not broken for self-vindication. He 
is now amply vindicated; no one, not even the nlost pre- 
judiced, who has read the wonderful self-analysis of his 
" Apologia," can doubt his full and entire honesty. 
But I have yet another purpose in appealing fronl 
England under the excitement which clouded it in 1815, to 
England, freed frolll that excitenlent in 1865. Tract 90 
was nIade a by-word. A work is not so easily rehabilitated 
as a man, with his visible and transparent Christian truth- 
fulness. And I do wish, for love of nlY friend, to see each 
shado\v pass away from his work also. But further, in the 
condenlnation of Tract 90, a great principle was condell1ned', 


9 Dr. Hawkins has drawn attention to the fact that I said in my 
Eirenicon that" this principle was not condemned.
' In this place, I 
was speaking of Tract 90 alone, which at that time had alone ap- 
peared, and whose censure by the Heads did involve the condemna- 
tion of this principle. For Tract 90 could in no other way be said to 
" evade rather than explain the sense of the Articles," than that the 
Heads iJentified their own interpretation of 
he Article
, (i. c. the 
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essential to the right understanding of our own Church as 
well as the Ronlan, and to all righteous and true interpre- 
tation of our Articles. 
The maxim has been insisted upon by the half-believing 
school, " Interpret the Scripture like any other book 10." If 
this axioln of their school means any thing aright, it means 
this, "Do no vi01ence to language; do not interpret mean- 
ings into it, but draw them out of it." Probably, in the 
D1ind of the Essayist, it n1eant much more, and what would 
offend Christian feeling and faith. But this is not the 
place to discuss it. .Y. et so much (as sOlne of us tried 
to show at the tin1e) was the principle of Tract 90. that 


traditional misinterpretation of them) with the Articles themselves. 
In the Eirenicon, I was speaking of the larger results, when Bishops, 
who had previously determined not to censure Tract 90 as a body, 
echoed more or less the censure of the Hebdomadal Boa1"d. By 
this time, my own and 'V. B. Heathcote's def(:nce had appeared and 
had been much read. Yet they were not. censured by the Bishops. 
The Heads wished to obtain from Convocation the condemnation 
of these defences of Tract 90, but failed (see above, p. xxiii.). The 
fact that the Bishops would not, as a body, censure Tract 90, was 
told me by the late Bishop of Oxford (Bagot). He addpd, what Dr. 
Newman has already stated in the Apologia (p. 244), and which I con- 
veyed to him from Bishop Bagot, that perhaps two or three might men- 
tion it in their charges. This Bishop Bagot said to me, not as his own 
opinion, but on authority (although he did not tell me what authority). 
I suppose that tlwt authority had miscalculated. Yet it was a very 
grave matter; for the non-condemnation of Tract 90 was the induce- 
ment held out by him why (with materials for another year at least) 
we should close the series abruptly. The Bishops who did censnre it 
were not, I think, so many as have been supposed. I make out twelve 
English Bishops (including, alas! Bishop Bagot himself, who must 
have forgotten what he had said the year before), three Irish, one East 
Indian. Some spoke very mildly. Bishop Thirlwall justified the 
honesty of the principle, while rejecting the application. Archbishop 
Howley, who, more than any other, understood the objpct of the 
Tracts and of the whole" movement," passed no censure on Tract 90. 
Of some others, I believe that, could they have foreseen the result of 
their censures, they would have withhe 1 <<J them. 
10 Essays and Review
, p. 377 
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" nothing is to be imported into any docnnlent
 which does 
not. lie in its words, understood in their known and fu
l 
sense;'" which is a self-evident rule of interpretation. To 
the Articles it had been applied in the Declaration pre- 
fixed to them. I{olnan Catholic Divines have not unfre- 
quently asserted the san1e principle, as regards the Council 
of Trent. It has been often told us, that no part of the 
popular system is to be held to be " de fide," except \vhat 
is, in tenns, contained in it; nay, I am informed by one 
whose word is of great authority, that that only of the 
Council of Trent is to be held to be " de fide;" which is, in 
,terlns, contained in canons, i. e. those propositions which 
are guarded by anathenla. A nd yet the condemnation of 
Tract 90 involved the violation of this principle in both 
respects. The English Articles were to be held to mean 
what no grammatical construction of the words in their 
known sense could make thenI nlean. The Articles so 
construed were to be held, under pain of being charged 
\vith H evading not explaining their meaning," to condemn 
the Council of Trent for what no construction of its words 
could ll1ake it mean. 
Before I conclude, I would remind any reader, that this 
tlistinction between the decrees of Trent and the practical 
Jtolnan system did not originate \vith Newman. It is 
renlarkable how, \vhen Roman controversy was still un- 
familiar and alnlost asleep, this point was brought out by 
the acute lnind of him, our revered teacher, to whonl both 
of us were so luuch indebted, Bishop Lloyd. Newman 
observed in that sanIe Letter to J elf 1 :- 


"The distinction I have been making is familiar with our 
controversialists. Dr. Lloyd, the late Bishop of Oxford, whose 
memory both you and myself hold in affection and veneration, 
brings it out strongly in a review which he wrote in the British 


I Letter to Dr. Jelf" in explanation of No. 90, &c., pp. .10-14. 
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Critic in 1825. Nay, he goes further than any thing I have 
said on one point, for he thinks the Roman Catholics are not 
what they once were, at least, among ourselves. I pro- 
nounce no opinion on this point; nor do I feel able to follow 
his revered guidance in some other things which he says, but I 
quote him in proof that the Reformers did not aim at decrees 
or abstract dogmas, but against a living system, and a system 
which it is quite possible to spparate from the formal state- 
Inents which have served to represent it. 
, Happy was it,' he says, 'for the Protestant controyersialist, when 
his o\\'n eyes aud ears could bear witness to the doctrine of Papal 
satisfactions and meritorious works, when he could point to the be- 
nighted wanderer, working his way to the shrine of our Lady of \Val. 
singham or I pswich, and hear him confess with his own mouth, that 
he trusted to such works for the expiation of his sins; or when every 
eye could behold "our churches full of images, wondrously decked 
and adorned, garlands and coronets set on their heads, precious pearls 
hanging about their necks, their fingers shining with rings, set with 
precious stones; their dead and still bodies clothed with garments 
stiff with gold." '-Horn. 3, ago Idol. p. 97. 
" On the other hand he says: 
, Our full belief is, that the Roman Catholics of the United King- , 
dom, from their long residence among Protestants, their disuse óf 
processions and other Romish ceremonies, have been brought gra- 
dually and almost unknowingly to a more spiritual religion and a 
purer faith,-that they themselves see with sorrow the disgraceful 
tenets and principles that were professed and carried into practice by 
their forefathers,-and are too fond of removing this disgrace from 
them, by denying the former existence of these tenets, and ascribing 
the imputation of them to the calumnies of the Protestants. This we 
cannot allow; and while we cherish the hope that they are now gone 
for ever, we still assert boldly and fearlessly that they did once 
exist.' -po 148. 
" Again: 
, That latria is due only to the Trinity, is continually asserted in till. 
Councils,. but the terms of dulia and hyperdulia !lave not been adopted 
or acknowledged by them in their public documents,. they are, however, 
emplûyed unanimously by all the best writers of the Romish Church, and 
their use is maintained and defended by them.'-p. 101. 
" I conceive that what' all the best writers' say, is authori- 
tative teaching, and a sufficient object for the censures con- 
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veyed in the Articles, though the decrees of Trent, taken by 
themselves, remain untouched. 
'This part of the inquiry' [to define exactly the acts peculiar to 
the different species of worship] 'however is more theoretical than 
useful; and, as every thing that can be said on it muo;;t be derived, 
not from Councils, but from Doctors of the Romish Church,' whose 
authority would be called in question, it is not worth while to enter 
upon it now. And therefore, observing only that the Catechism oJ 
Trent still retains the term of adoratio angelorum, we pass on, &c.' 
-po 102. 
" Again : 
'On the question whether the Invocation of Saints, professed and 
practised by the Church of Rome, is idolatrous or not, our opinion is this; 
that in tlie public formularies of their Church, and even in the belief 
and practice of the best informed among them, there is nothing oj 
idolatry, although, as we have said, we deem that practice altogether 
unscriptural and unwarranted; but we do consider the principles re- 
lating to the worship of the Virgin calculated to lead in the end to 
positive idolatry; and we are wen convinced, and we have strong 
grounds for our conviction, that a large portion of the lower classes 
are in this point guilty of it. Whether the Invocation of Angels or of 
Saints has produced the same effect, we are not able to decide. '-po 113. 
" I accept this statement entirely with a single explanation. 
By 'principles' relating to the worship of the Blessed Virgin, 
I understand either the received principles as distinct from 
those laid down in the Tridentine statements; or the principles 
contained in those statements, viewed as practically operating 
on the existing feelings of the Church. 
" Again : 
'She [the Church of England] is unwilling to fix upon the prin. 
ciples of the Romish Church the charge of positive idolatry; and con- 
tents herself with declaring that" the Romish doctrine concerning the 
Adoration as well of Images as of Relics, is a fond thing, &co &c." 
But in regard to the universal practice of the Romish Church, slLe 
adheres to the declaration of her Homilies; and professes her con- 
viction that this fond and un warranted and unscriptural doctrine has 
at all times produced, and will hereafter, ag long as it is suffered to 
prevail, produce the sin of practical idolatry.'-p. 121. 
"I will add lny belief that the only thing which can stop 
this tendency in the decrees of Rome, as things are, is its 
lnnking some formal declaration the other way. 
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C( Once more: 
( 'Ve reject the second [ Indulgences], not ...'Illy beca'tse they are 
altogether unwarranted by any word of Holy \Vrit, and contrary to 
every principle of reason, but because we conceive the foundations on 
which they rest to be, in the highest degree, blasphemous and absurd. 
These principles are, 1. That the power of the Pope, great as it is, does 
not properly extend beyond the limits of this present world; 2. That 
the power which he possesses of releasing souls from Purgatory arises 
out of the treas
re committed to his care, a treasure consisting of the 
supererogatory merits of our blessed Sa\"Ïour, the Virgin, and the Saints 
. . . This is the treasure of which Pope I.eo, in his Bull of the 
present year, 1825, speaks in the following terms: "\Ve have re- 
soh'ed, in virtue of the authority given to us by Heaven, fully to 
unlock that sacred treasure, composed of the merits, sufferingð, and 
virtues of Christ our Lord, and of His Virgin l\Iother, and of all the 
Saints, which the Author of human salvation has entrusted to our dis- 
pensation." '-po 143. 
"This is what our Article means by Pardons; but it is more 
than is said in the Council of Trent." 
Our friend noticed further the san1e distinction in the 
controversial writings of BramhaIJ, BulJ, and \;Vake 2 :- 
" And Bramhall : 
C A comprecation [with the Saints] both the Grecians and we do 
allow; an ultimate invocation both the Grecians and we detest; so do 
the Church of Rome in their doctrine, but they vary from it in their 
practice.'-IVorks, p. 418. 
"And Bull: 
c This Article [the Tridentine] of a Purgatory after this life, as it 
is understood and taught by the Roman Church (that is, to be a place 
and state of misery and torment, whereunto many faithful souls go 
presently after death, and there remain till they are thoroughly purged 
from their dross, or delivered tllence by Alasses, Indulgences, &c.), is 
contrary to Scripture, and the sense of the Catholic Church for at least 
the first four centuries, &c.'-Corrupt. of Rome, 
 3. 
ee And 'Vake: 
, The Council of Trent has spoken so uncertainly in this point [of 
l\lerits] as plainly shows that they in this did not know themselves, 
what they would establish, or were unwilling that others should.- "_ 
De/. of Expos. 5. 
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For myself, I did not hear any thing about Tract 90, 
until the excitenlent about it in the University brought it 
to my knowledge. I read it with SOUle anxiety, on account 
of the greatness of that excitenlent. IIaving read it, I was 
in nlY turn surprised at the excitelnent. The general 
principle, that the Articles were directed, not against the 
Council of Trent, but against the popular systeln, had long 
been familiar to nlY mind. Until I sa\v this, I never could 
understand the antithesis of Article XIX.3 I had seen 
that no Article in any way contravened any Oatholic truth, 
or contradicted any thing received as truth in the prinlitive 
Church. The one doubt which I had in regard to Tract 
90, related to a certain vagueness as to the object of 
Article XXII., which was almost the exclusive ground of 
the attack of the Four Tutors. That doubt Iny friend satis- 
fied in the second edition, as he would have satisfied the Four 
Tutors, had they inquired, instead of or before accusing. 
It has been a strange Nemesis (to use Dlen's favourite 
word for Divine retribution) that, of the Foul' Tutors who 
originated the attack upon Tract 90, and who procured its 
condemnation, its author unheard, one, Rev. H. B. "\Vilson, 
was formally declared by Dr. Lushington, in his judgment, 
to have "suggested modes by which the Articles sub- 
scribed may be evaded contrary to the king's declaration 
and the terms of subscription 4." And this, DOt as to 


3 See my Eirenicon, p. 33. 
4 "In the passage recited from 1\;11'. "Tilson's Essay, first come cer- 
tain observations upon the Statute of Elizabeth, which Mr. 'Vilson 
declares will not be easily brought to bear upon questions likely to 
be raised in our ow
 days. 'The meshes are too open for modern 
refinements.' The passage then proceeds as follows: 
'" Forms of expression,-partly derived from modern modes of 
thought on metaphysical subjects, partly suggested by a better ac- 
quaintance than heretofore with the unsettled state of Christian opi- 
nion in the immediately post Apostolical age,-may be adopted with 
respect to the doctrines in the first five Articles without directly con- 
tradicting, impugning, or refusing assent to them, but passing by the 
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Articles (such as Article XXII.) drawn up in general 
terms, but as to Articles framed with great dogn1atic pre- 
cision; the five first, which relate to the Holy Trinity and 
the Incarnation. Whether he was punishable for this, Dr. 
Lushington left open', since the indictnlent had been laid 


side of them-as with respect to the humanifying of the Divine Word 
and to the Divine personalities.' 
" "Vhat is meant by 'passing by the side of the first five Articles, and 
as to the humanifying of the Divine Word and the Divine persona- 
lities without directly contradicting, impugning, or refusing a part to 
them? ' The Clergy are bound by the King's Declaration to take the 
Articles in their literal and grammatical sense; the first five Articles 
are the most important of all. Is it consistent with their literal and 
grammatical sense to pass by them? I think not. Is it consistent 
with the declaration that they are agreeable to the Word of God? if 
so, why pass by? Is it consistent with the declaration of the clerk, 
'I do willingly and eæ animo subscribe to the three Articles of the 
36th Canon (one of which includes the Thirty-nine Articles of Reli- 
gion), and to all things which are contained in them? ' I think not. 
And yet according to Mr. \Vilson, the clerk is to pass by these Articles 
without directly contradicting, impugning, or refusing assent to them. 
In my opinion this is not possible. I think t!tat the substance of what 1 
]JIr. 1Vilson has written is tltis: to suggest modes by which the Articles 
subscribed may be evaded, contrary to tile King's Declaration and tile 
terms of subscription."-Dr. Lushington's Judgment on Essays and Re- 
views, p. 39. 
5 "I have not now to decide whether the publication of such words 
by l\lr. Wilson is blameable or not, nor even whether it may not be 
an offence in some way punishable; but whether the offence charged 
in this Article is a violation of this particular Canon, the 36th. To 
this question, and this only, must I address myself, for it is the only 
charge preferred.- What, then, is the offence struck at by the Canon? 
C1early the omission by the clerk to subscribe previous to his admis- 
sion to the l\1inistry, and the omission by those in authority to see that 
he does so subscribe. The short question therefore is, whether a clerk 
who has himself subscribed to the three Articles of the Canon, has, 
by counselling others that they may subscribe them in a sense not 
consonant either to the King's Declaration or the Articles themse]vf>s 
committed an Ecclesiastical offence against this particular Canon; 1 
say, against this particular Canon, not whether he has committed an 
offence otherwise punishable. 
" I cannot come to the conclusion in the affirmative; the offence 
b 
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amIss. In the final Court of Appeal, 
lr. \Vilson, who had 
charged Newman with eXplaining away Article XXII. 
(inter alia) on the subject of Purgatory, .defended his own 
suggestion of the denial of eternal punishment, by affixing 
a non-natural sense to his own words, and declaring that he 
did not deny eternal punishment, but only spoke of a sort 
of purgatory for a middle class of souls. The two Arch- 
bishops accepted, and could not but accept, this his virtual 
recantation, and the non-natural sense ,vhich, amid the 
solemnity of a trial, he gave to his words. But his former 
colleague in his attack upon Tract 90, no,v one of his 
judges, although hin1self believing the eternity of punish- 
lnent, seelns to have coincided with the lay judges in 
putting a non-natural sense on the word "everlasting." 
For while expressing his conviction that ,
 there is nothing 
in the revelation of the Gospel, in ,vhich such a hope 
[of the tennination of the punishment of the wicked] can 
legitimately rest,"" he expressed that he ,vas" glad that the 
expression of such a hope is settled not to be actually pun- 
ishable by the laws of our Church 6," and asserted that he 
knew of nothing in the decisions of the Church universal t
 
overrule this wise forbearance. For it could only not be 
punishable, on the non-natural interpretation of ,vords; viz. 
that such a prayer as., "Deliver us not into the bitter pains 
of eternal death," related to a death which is not eternal, 
or that "everlasting" does not lnean "lasting for ever." 
Such has been the comment of time upon the attack of two 
out of the four assailants of Tract 90. 
And now, I would ask people, with English honesty of 
judgment, not to look whether the explanations of the 
Articles in Tract 90 are what they would have given thenl- 
selves or ,vould give (son1e are not what r should have 


struck at by the Canon being of a totally different character. I must 
rej ec t this Article." -Dr. Lusltingtolt' s J udgme71t on Essays and Re- 
views, p. 40. 
fi The Word of God and the Ground of Truth, Part II., Preface, p. vi. 
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given nlyself); but whether they are contradictory to the 
grammatical llleaning of the Articles. It seen1S self- 
evident, that a teaching referred to in the terms, "in the 
which it was cOlnmonly said," cannot be the formal and 
fully-worded teaching of Canons, but was a popular teach- 
ing; and that" the ROlllish doctrine" could not mean, e. g. 
any prill1Ïtive doctrine on any of these :subjects, nor the 
Greek. 
For myself, I believe that Tract 90 did a great work in 
cJearing the Articles from the glosses, which, like barnacles, 
had encrusted round them. T believe that that work will 
never be undone, while the Articles shall last. l\len will 
gloss them as they did before, according to their pre- 
conceived opinions, or as guided by the Puritan system of 
belief; but they cannot do so undi:sputed. Even the Four 
Tutors, in their censure upon Tract 90, seenl to have been 
half conscious of the force of the appeal to "the literal and 
granlmatical interpretation." So long as that interpretation 
shall be applied, it will be inlpossible either to condenln 
Tract 90, or to Ï1nport into the Articles the traditional 
systeln, so long identified with them. 


E. B. P. 


Advent, 186b. 
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THE recent remarks of the Provost of Oriel (Additional 
Notes on Subscription) call for a few supplemental expla- 
nations of facts or principles laid down by him. 
1. The particular explanation of Art. XXI. in Tract 90 
(below, p. 21) is not what I should nlyself have given. 
I thought that the Article related to General Councils, as 
representative assen1blies, of \vhich one could not be certain 
beforehand
 \vhether the Bishops would be guided by the 
Spirit of God or no. Such was the robber-Council of 
Ephesus, which was legitimately convened, but became full 
of wickedness and violence, and was condemned. The 
Article says no more than Bellarmine, when he speaks of 
,
 Concili
 Generalia reprobata." But Dr. Hawkins singles 
out another ground \vhy, in his opinion, '
the conlnlent 
upon Art. XXI. is an exan1ple of a mode of interpretation 
which evades rather than explains the sense of the Article.')' 
He says, 


"The point of the Article is in its conclusion, that' things ordained 
by General Councils as necessary to salvation 11ave neither strength. 
nor authority, unless it may be declared that they be taken out of lIol)'" 
Scripture.' Yet of this not a word is said in tile comment, but," &c. 


Dr. H. has overlooked that Tract 90 expressly mentions 
what he says that it (Huit5. 
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CC Another of these conditions" [" which fulfil the notion of a 
bathering in the Name of Christ"] "the Article goes on to mention, 
viz. that, in points necessary to salvation, a Council should prove its 
decrees by Scripture" (below, p. 22). 


He nlentioned this, as essential to those Councils ,vhich are 
"things of heaven," ,vhose '" deliberations are overruled, 
and their decrees authoritative;" of which sort, he adds, 
"the Homilies seem to recog
ize four or even six" (p. 21). 
2. Newman, in Tract 90, stated, in regard to Art. XXII., 
"by the Romish doctrine is not Ineant the Tridentine 
[statement], because this Article was drawn up before the 
decree of the Council of Trent. What is opposed is the 
'l'tceived doctrine of the day, and unhappily of this day too, 
or the doctrine of the Roman schools." The four Tutors, 
in the face of this stateluent, said, that "Tract 90 sug- 
gested that the Articles did not contain any condelnnation 
of the doctrines, as they are taught authoritatively in the 
Church of Ronle, but only of certain absurd practices and 
opinions, ,vhich intelligent Romanists repudiate as nluch as 
\ve do." 'Vhat 
 '
Received doctrine" not "" authorita- 
tive 
" "The doctrine of the Roman schools " (they are the 
very \vords of the Article of 1552, "doctrina Scholasti- 
corum") only "certain absurd practices and opinions re- 
pudiated by intelligent Ronlanists as well as by us
" If 
so, then the ..l\.rtîcle of 1552 also condenlned only those 
saIne practices and opinions. For Newnlan stated that 
the Article condemned, exactly what the Article of 1552 
did condemn ;-the "doctrine of the Schoolnlen,'" said the 
Article; "the doctrine of the Roman schools," said N ew- 
man. It is inconceivable how the four Tutors canle to 
bring a grave accusation against the author of Tract 90, of 
perverting the nleaning of the Article, when he said that 
it condeluned just what it did condenln in 1552 in the self- 
sanle words. 
nut 1)1'. Hawkins would n1ake out, that it is possible 
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that the Article of 1552 might have had the doctrine of the 
Council of Trent in view, because one of the five subjects 
of Art. XXII., viz. Purgatory, had been alluded to in an 
earlier session in 1547. But the Article of 1552 condemns 
only" the doctrine of the Schoolmen,'" and Dr. Hawkins 
himself thinks, that the change of "Doctrina Scholasti- 
corum" into "Doctrina Romanensiulll" in the Articles of 
1563 may have been occasioned by the fact that "the 
Church of Ron1e had given her solemn sanction to so Inany 
floating errors of former days." But the hypothesis, that 
the term" doctrina Romanensium" was substituted in 1563 
for the former term "Doctrina Scholasticorum" in order to 
include the Council of Trent, excludes the idea that the 
teaching of that Council ,vas alluded to before, as the "doc- 
trine of the Schooln1en;" apart from the incredibility that 
"the doctrine of the Schoohnen," i. e. of writers from 
A.D. 1141 to 1480, should be a term chosen to include the 
Council of Trent. But, on the other hand, it seems to me 
altogether incredible that, if the revisers of the Articles in 
1563 had meant to condemn the doctrine of the Council of 
Trent on those subjects, they should not have inserted the 
slightest allusion to any statement of the Council, but 
simply have retained the self-same words in regard to the 
subjects, on which "the doctrine of the Ron1anists" was 
condemned, after those sessions of the Council, which they 
had before. But this historical question, or, rather, this 
speculation, whether the revisers in 1563 111 en tally included 
the decree of the Council of Trent, when they retained the 
censure of the framers of the Articles of 1552, ought to 
have remained an open question. Some might think, if they 
so pleased, that" the ROlnish doctrine" meant that of the 
Council of Trent; others surely Inight lawfully think that 
it did not. Certainly this seems to me no ground, ,vhy 
those who held the one opinion should condemn those who 
held the other. To think so, is certainly no "evasion" 
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of the sense of the Article. For" Romanensium" is 
not" Ecclesiæ Itonlanæ," nor" Concilii Tridentini." It is 
one of the cases in which people identified their own inter- 
pretation of the Articles with the Articles themselves. 
Had the revisers meant to condenln the doctrine of the 
Council of Trent, what hindered their expressing that they 
did mean it 
 And since they did not express it, it should 
not have been made a fault, that Newman thought that 
they did not. 
But further, "the doctrine of the Roman schools," 
,vhich Newman held that the Article did reject, is very far 
fuller than that of the Council of Trent upon these points. 
The Council was hurrying to its conclusion. It said very 
little on these subjects. How then could it be "evading 
rather than eXplaining the Article," to say that the Article 
rejected the "received doctrine," "the doctrine of the 
Ronlan schools, " [or, I may add, what the fralners of the 
Articles thought to be such,] which was the fuller state- 
ment, rather than the Council of Trent, which was the 
less full 
 I see no explanation, but that both the four 
Tutors and the Hebdomadal Board condenlned the Tract 
without adverting to this very definite statement at the 
outset of the comment on Art. XXII., which was almost 
the exclusive ground of the attack of the four Tutors. 
3. The real question of principle as to the interpretation 
of the Articles at issue between N ewnlan, the author of the 
Christian Year, and 111yself on the one side, and those 
whose condelnnation of Tract 90 Dr. Hawkins justifies, on 
the other, was not, whether we are to accept literally any 
definite statement of the Articles. 'Ve always contended 
for this, in conformity with common honesty and the de- 
c1aration prefixed to the Articles, " No nIan shall put. his 
own sense or comment to be the meaning of the Article, 
but shall take the Article in its literal and gralnnlatical 
sense." And I must, in my turn, express my conviction 
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that Dr. Hawkins is doing hafIn to the cause which he has 
at heart, the promotion of a bonâ fide subscription to the 
Articles, by representing Tract 90 and its adherents as 
loosening such subscription. IVlore than this\ he is renew- 
ing an injustice, not, of course, voluntarily, but through 
preconceived opinion. 
Everyone must have observed that the Articles are 
drawn up with very different degrees of precision or dog- 
111atic character. Some are fraIned with great precision (as 
the five first and the Ninth); some (like the Sixth) have to 
be suppleluented out of some other Article; Art. XX V., 
as far as relates to the" five comnlonly called Sacranlents," 
is ungranl111aticaI 1 ; Art. XXIX., though plain and intel- 
ligible in itself, can by no possibility be made to mean what 
is often understoo(
 by its heading; some Articles are nega- 
tive only, disclaiuling certain opinions, but not stating any 
positive truth, and leaving the belief of the frainers to be 
gained fronl the Homilies or the Prayer Book. Thus the 
Homilies state the universal reception of the six first general 
Councils, not the Articles. The Articles on the Sacra- 
Inents, although they are explicit in rejecting Zwinglianism, 
very different from the Calvinistic confessions, and con- 
tain the true doctrine, are yet not so clear as the Cate- 
chisin or the Liturgy. Dr. Hawkins and Dr. Stanley, 
although opposed toto cælo in their ainls, seeln to agree in 
their opinion, that all the Articles are equally definite and 
clear, and that, therefore, the same principles which are 
applied to any of thenl, lllUSt be applied to all. 
Such a lllaxim as '" 2 what is definite is not to be inter- 
preted by what is indefinite " is indeed a first principle of 


1 The words" partly," " partly," would, in common usage, imply a 
dÌ\ision into two classes; whereas" confir!:1-ation," at least, can fall 
into neither, and could not have been intended to be placed in either. 
2 Dr. Hawkins, p. 33. 
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interpretation of any docun1(
nt whatever. It would be 
obvious dishonesty to turn aside the plain, unmistakeable 
n1eaning of any statement by any quibbling interpretation, 
or by assigning to words of known theological Ineaning any 
other than their known sense, or trying to "win for words 
new senses 3." In any matter of this world one \vho should 
try to do so as to any covenant to \vhich he had bound him- 
self, would be counted by all men a dishonest man. But 
it would be begging the whole question at issue, to assume 
that all the Articles are alike definite. The very nan1e, 
"ambiguous formularies," or ( what Newman substituted 
for it, when this was thought to be "spoken in a reproach- 
ful tone ''') "indeterminate statements," shows that N ew- 
luan had in his mind Articles which he believed to be 
indefinite. He himself stated strongly at the outset of 
the Tract, that "the statements of the Articles are not 
difficulties to a Catholic Christian," and protested "against 
any anticipation, that persons who profess to be disciples 
of the early Church will silently concur with those of very 
opposite sentiments in furthering a relaxation of subscrip- 
tion against the wish of the great body of the Church." 
There was no question at that tin1e as to the principle of 
subscription to any definite Articles. The only questions 
could be I) as to facts, whether there were any indefinite 
statements in the Articles; 2) by what rule such state- 
ments, if such there were, were to be interpreted. 
N ow the very profession which the Heads at one time 
wished to require of us" that \ve should" 4 subscribe all and 
each of the Articles," as "we firmly believed that they 
,\ ere originally published," implies a certain indEfiniteness 
about some of them. Else there would be no need of any 
thing beyond what the declaration prefixed to them re- 
quired, viz. the adherence to their" literal and gran1mat.ical 


3 Jowett on the Atonement, Comm. ii. 589. 
4 See above, p. 
Åii. 


c 
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sense." And this principle, which the Heads proposed in 
the test of 1845, but withdrew, Dr. l-lawkins proposes to 
us no\v, as binding upon our consciences; nay, he contends 
that " subscription, to be of any use or meaning, 111USt be 
Dlade in the sense of the imposers," viz. in the sense in 
,vhich the Convocation inlposed subscription in 1571. 
But if the framers of the Articles did not, in any case, 
lay down their meaning clearly, who is to assure us what it 
,vas 
 They were not always of one n1ind an10ng them- 
selves. To us it seelned that they gave us an indication of 
their mind in what Dr. Hawkins calls "a the often nlis- 
represented Canon concerning Preachers," "Let them 
teach nothing in sermons, to be religiously held or believed 
by the people, except what is agreeable to the doctrine of 
the Old or N e\v Testaments, or what Catholic Fathers and 
ancient Bishops have gathered from the same doctrine." 
I t is true that this is only a negative rule. It does not 
require that we should teach whatever Fathers had taught, 
or whatever they had collected fron1 Scripture; it simply 
says, that we are H not to teach, as to be religiously held," 
any thing which is not agreeable to what they so gathered. 
'
Vhat they enjoined to Preachers, they must have believed 
the framers and revisers of the Articles to have observed; 
else they would have been condelnning the framers and the 
revisers of those Articles, the subscription to which they 
enjoined, and they would themselves have proposed to us 
two contradictory rules. They would have required us to 
teach according to Articles, on the hypothesis, not agreeable 
to what the Fathers had gathered fronl Holy Scripture, 
,vhile they, by their Canon, forbad us to teach what should 
not be agreeable thereto. 
But this is all which N ewnlan claill1ed in Tract 90, 
or the loved Author of the Christian Year (who can now 
speak to us only in his writings) defended, viz. that where 
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the meaning was " undetermined," t'he'!'tJ it was a duty to 
interpret them according to the mind of the Catholic 
Church. l{eble said, ,'6 where a doubtful passage occurs 
in a forn1ulary, it is catholic to interpret it so as may best 
agree with the known judgment of the primitive and as yet 
undivided Church." People n1ay doubt whether there be 
any " 7 doubtful passages" in the Articles, or whether there 
be any such thing as " Catholic consent." But these are 
questions as to facts. Since the principle, asserted by 
Newman and l{eble, related to Articles of doubtful mean- 
ing, it is only by neglecting the limitations which they 
annexed, that Dr. Ha,vkins can parallel their rule of inter- 
pretation with the evasions of the .A.rians of the eighteenth 
century, or Dr. Stanley can try to soothe the consciences of 
subscribing Rationalists in the nineteenth. 
Those Arians affixed new ll1eanings to kno,vn Theological 
Forll1s; they gave, and could not but give, new or an1bi- 
guous meanings to the ,vords God, Trinity, Person, Co- 
Eternal, Co-Equal, &c. Professor Jowett speaks of this 
habit, "winning new senses for words," as a characteristic 
of "what has been \vritten of late years on the Atonenlent ;" 
others have affixed a new sense to the ordinary English 
,yord "everlasting." Dr. Stanley anticipates a time when 
the Articles shall be ,,8 Articles of peace, because not 
Articles of belief." Newman and I(ebJe taught that every 
,vord \vas to be used in its kno\vn sense, and every definite 
statement in its definite meaning. 


6 Catholic Subscription, p. 14, quoted by Dr. Hawkins, p. 35. 
7 lb. 45. 
8 Paper read to Clergy at St. James, reprinted in Con temp. Rev. 
1866, p. 546. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


I T is often urged, and sonletinles felt and granted, that 
there are in the Articles propositions or tenns inconsistent 
with the Catholic faith; or, at least, when persons do not 
go so far as to feel the objection as of fOl'ce't they are per- 
plexed how best to reply to it, or how 1110st sinlply to ex- 
plain the passages on which it is nlade to rest. The follow- 
ing Tract is drawn up with the Vle\V of showing how 
groundless the objection is, and further of ?pproxitnating 
towards the argull1entative answer to it, of which nlost Dlen 
have an ÏInplicit apprehension, though they may have 
nothing 111ore. That there are real difficulties to a Catholic 
Christian in the Ecclesiastical position of our Church at 
this day, no one can deny; but the statenlents of the 
Articles are not in the nUlnber; and it nlay be right at the 
present moment to insist upon this. If in any quarter it 
is supposed that persons \vho profess to be disciples of the 
early Church will silently concnr with those of very opposite 
sentilnents in furthering a relaxation of subscriptions, which, 
it is ill1agined, are galling to both parties, though for 
different reasons, and that they will do this against the wish 
of the great body of the Church, the writer of the foHowing 
pages would raise one voice, at least, in protest against any 
such anticipation. Even in such points as he nlay think the 
English Church deficient, never can hp, without a great 
alteration of sentinlent, be party to forcing the opinion or 
ploject of one school upon another. Religious changes, to 
be beneficial, should be the act of the whole body; they 
are worth little if they are the n1ere act of a IIJa}n'ity 1. No 


I This is nDt meant to hin(ler acts of Catholic consent, such as 
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good can conle of any change which is not heartfelt, a 
development of feelings springing up freely and calmly within 
the bosom of the whole body itself. 
Ioreover, a change 
in theological teaching involves either the commission or the 
confession of sin; it is either the profession or renunciation 
of erroneous doctrine, and if it does not succeed in proving 
the fact of past guilt, it, ipso facto, implies present. In 
other words, every change in religion carries \vith it its own 
condenlnation, which is not attended by deep repentance. 
Even supposing then that any changes in contemplation, 
whatever they were, were good in themselves, they,vould 
c
ase to be good to a Church, in which they \vere the fruits 
not of the quiet conviction of all, but of the agitation, or 
tyranny, or intrigue of a few; nurtured not in nlutuallove, 
but in strife and envying; perfected not in hunliIiation and 
grief, but in pride, elation, and triumph. 
Ioreover, it is a 
very serious truth, that persons and bodies who put them- 
selves into a disadvantageous state, cannot at their pleasure 
extricate themselves from it. They are unworthy of it; 
they al'e in prison, and CHRIST is the I{eeper. There is but 
one ,vay towards a real reformation,-a return to Hilll in 
heart and spirit, whose sacred truth they have betrayed; all 
other methods, however fair they nlay promise, will prove 
to be but shadows and failures. 
On these grounds, were there no others, the present 
writer, for one, will be no party to the ordinary political 
nlethods by which professed reforms are carried or com- 
passed in this day. \Ve can do nothing ,veIl till we act "with 
one accord;" we can have no accord in action till we agree 
together in heart; ,ve cannot agree without a supernatural 
influence; ,ve cannot have a supernatural influence unless 
we pray for it; we cannot pray acceptably without repent- 
ance and confession. Our Church's strength would be 
irresistible, humanly speaking, ,vere it but at unity with 
itself: if it reIllains divided, part against part, we shall see 


occurred anciently, when the Catholic body aids one portion of a par- 
ticular Church against another portion. 
B 2 
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the energy which was meant to subdue the ,vorld preying 
upon itself, according to our SA YIOUR.S express assurance, 
that such a house" cannot stand." Till we feel this, till we 
seek one another as brethren, not lightly throwing aside our 
private opinions, which we seem to feel \ve have received 
from above, from an ill-regulated, untrue desire of unity, but 
returning to each other in heart, and conling together to 
GOD to do for us what we cannot do for ourselves, no 
change can be for the better. Till [we] [her children] are 
stirred up to this religious course, let the Church 2, [our 
1\lother,] sit still; let [ us] be content to be in bondage; 
let [us] work in chains; let [us] subn1it to r our] ilnper- 
fections as a punishnlent; let [us] go on teaching [through 
the medium of indeternlinate statelllents 3] and inconsistent 
precedents, anù principles but partially developed. 'Ve are 
not better than our fathers; let us bear to be what Haln- 
mond was, or Andrews, or I-Iooker; let us not faint under 
that body of death, which they bore about in patience; 
nor shrink froI11 the penalty of sins, which they inherited 
froln the age before them 4. 
But these renlarks are beyond our present scope, which 
is n1crely to show that, while our Prayer 1300k is acknow- 
ledged on aU hands to be of Catholic origin, our Articles 
also, the offspring of an uncatholic age, are, through GOD"S 
good providence, to say the least, not uncatholic, and 11lay 


2 "Let the Church sit still; let her be content to be in bondage," 
&c.-Ist edition. [The author has lately heard that these words have 
heen taken as spoken in an insulting and reproachful tone; he meant 
them in the sense of the lines in the Lyra Apostolica,- 
" Bide thou thy time! 
Watch with meek eyes the race of pride and crime: 
Sit in the gat
 and be the heathen's jest, 
Smiling and self-possest," &c.-3rd edition.] 
3 u \Vith the stammering lips."-Ist edition. 
4 "\V e, Thy sinful creatures," says the Service for King Charles the 
l\Iartyr, "here assembled before Thee, do, in behalf of all the people 
of this land, humbly confess, that they were the crying sillS of this 
nation, which brought down this judgment upon us," i. e. King 
Charles's murder. 



lIoly Scripture and the Authority of the Ohurcn. 5 
be subscribed by those who aim at being catholic in heart 
and doctrine. In entering upon the proposed examination, 
it is only necessary to add, that in several places the writer 
has found it convenient to express himself in language 
recently used, which he is willing altogether to make his 
own 5. He has distinguished the passages introduced by 
quotation marks. 



 1. - Holy Scripture and the Authority of the Church. 
Articles vi. & xx.-" Holy Scripture containeth all things 
necessary to salvation; so that ,vhatsoever is -not read 
therein, nor may be proved thereby, is not to be required of 
any man, that it should be believed as an article of the 
Faith, or be thought requisite or necessary to salvation. 
. . . . . . The Church hath [power to decree (statuendi) 
rites and ce!emonies, and] authority in controversies of 
faith; and yet it is not lawful for the Church to [ordain 
(instituere) any thing that is contrary to God'ls word written, 
neither nlay it] so expound one place of Scripture, that it be 
repugnant to another. 'Vherefore, although the Church be 
a witness and a keeper of Holy 'V rit, yet [as it ought not 
to decree (decernere) any thing against the same, so] besides 
the sanIe, ought it not to enforce (obtrudere) any thing to 
be believed for necessity of salvation 6.'1' 
Two instruments of Christian teaching are spoken of in 
these Articles, Holy Scripture and the Church. 
Here then we have to inquire, first, what is meant by 
Holy Scripture; next, what is meant by the Church; and 
then, what their respective offices are in teaching revealed 
truth, and how these are adjusted with one another in their 
actual exercise. 


i [The passages quoted are the author's own writing on other 
occasions. ] 
6 The passages in brackets (all) relate to rites and ceremonies which 
are not here in question. [From brackets marking the Second Edition, 
must be excepted those which occur in quotations.] 
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1. Now what the Church is, will be considered below in 
Section 4<, 
2. And the Books of Holy Scripture are enumerated in 
the latter parl oì the Article, so as to preclude question. 
Still two points deserve notice here. 
First, the Scriptures or Canonical Books are said to be 
those "of whose authority was never any doubt in the 
Church." Here it is not nleant that there never was any 
doubt in portions of the Church or particzdar Churches 
concerning certain books
 which the Article includes in the 
Canon; for some of then1
 -as, for instance, the Epistle .to 
the Hebrews and the A pocalypse-have been the subject of 
luuch doubt in the 'Vest or East, as the case may be. But 
the Article asserts that there has been no doubt about them 
in the Church Catholic; that is, at the very first tilne that 
the Catholic or whole Church had the opportunity of forol- 
ing a judgment on the subject, it pronounced in favour of 
the Canonical Books. The Epistle to the Hebrews was 
doubted by the \Vest, and the Apocalypse by the East, 
only ,,,hile those portions of the Church investigated sepa- 
rately fl
om each other, only till they compared notes, inter- 
changed sentilnents, and fornled a united judgnlent. The 
phrase n1ust mean this, because, fron1 the nature of the case, 
it can nlean nothin
 else. 
And next, be it observed, that the books which are conl- 
manly called A pocrypha, are not asserted in this Article to 
be destitute of inspiration or to be sun ply hun1an, but to be 
not Canonical; in other words, to differ fron1 Canonical 
Scripture, specially in this respect, viz. that they are not 
adducible in proof of doctrine. "The other books (as 
Hierorne saith) the Church doth read for example of life 
and instruction of lnanners, but yet doth not apply them. to 
estahlish any doctrine." That this is the lin1it to which our 
disparagenlent of then1 extends, is plain, not only because 
the Article Inentions nothing beyond it, but also from the 
reverential ll1anner in which the Hon1ilies speak of then1, as 
shall be incidentally shown in Section 11. [The coulpatibility 
of such revcrenc
 with such di
p
:ragelncnt is also shown 
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frOlu the feeling towards them of St. Jerome, who is quoted 
in the Article, who ilnplies rHore or less their inferiority to 
Canonical Scripture, yet uses thenl freely and continually, 
as if Scripture. He distinctly nanles many of the booh:s 
which he considers not canonical, and virtually names th
ln 
all by naming what are canonical. For instance, he saYb, 
speaking of \Visdoln and Ecclesiasticus, "As the Church 
reads Judith, Tobit, and the l\Iaccabees, without receiving 
them among the Canonical Scriptures, so she reads these 
two books for the edification of the people., not for the 
confil'll1ation of the authority of ecclesiastical doctrines.')') 
(Præj. in Libr. Salon
.) Again," The \Visdorn, as it is 
conlmonly styled, of So10010n, and the book of Jesus son of 
Sirach, and Judith, and Tobias, and the Shepherd, are not 
in the Canon." (P f'æf. ad Reges.) Such is the language 
of a \vriter who nevertheless is, to say the least, not wanting 
in reverence towards the books he thus disparages.] 
A further question may be asked, concerning our received \ 
version of the Scriptures, whether it is in any sense ill1posed 
on us as a true COlllment on the original text; as the Vulgate I 
is upon the Ron1an Catholics. It would appear not. J t 
was lllade and authorized by royal comlnand, which cannot 
be supposed to have any claim upon our interior consent. 
At the sanIe tin1e everyone who reads it in the Services of 
the Church, does, of course, thereby inlply that he considers 
that it contains no deadly heresy or dangerous Inistake. 
And about its silnplicity, Inajesty, gravity, harillony, and 
venerableness, there can be but one opinion. 
3. Next we con1e to the Dlain point, the adjustnIent 
which this ..A.rticl(? effects between the re
'Pective offices of 
the Scripture and Church; which seenIS to be as foHows. 
I t is laid down that, 1. Sc:'ipture contains all necessary 
articles of the faith; 2. either in its text, or by inference ; 
3. The Church is the keeper of Scripture; 4. and a witness ' I. 
of it; 5. and has authority in controversies of faith 
 6. hut 
Dlay not expound one passage of Scripture to contradict 
another; 7. nor enforce as an article of faith any point not 
contained in Scripture. 
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Froln this it appears, first, that the Church expounds and 
enforces the fa'itlt; for it is forbidden to expound in a parti- 
cular \vay, or so to enforce as to obtrude; next, that it 
derives the faith 'wholly fÎOJìt Scripture; thirdly, that its 
office is to educe an ltarnwnious interpretation of Scripture. 
'Tlnls Illuch the Article settles. 
Two ilnportant questions, however, it does not settle, viz. 
whether the Church judges, first, at her sole discret-ion; 
next, on her sole responsibility; i. e. first, what the 
nedia 
are by which the Church interprets Scripture, whether by a 
direct divine gift, or catholic tradition, or critical exege
i8 
of the text, or in any other way; and next, who is to òeciùe 
whether it interprets Scripture rightly or not ;-what is her 
luethod, if any; and who is her judge, if any. In other 
I words, not a \vord is said, on the one hand, in favour of 
Scripture having no rule or Inethod to fix interpretation bJ, 
or, as it is COnll110nly expressed, hein.Q the sole rule of fetitl/; ; 
r 1101' on the other, of the l)
"ivate Judgment of the individual 
being the ultinlate standard of interpretation. So nU1Ch 
has been said lately on both the
e points, and indeed on the 
whole subject of these two .A rticles, that it is unnecessary 
to enlarge upon then1; but since it is oftcn supposed to be 
311nost a first principle of our Church, that Scripture is "the 
rule of f
1Ïth," it Jnay be well, before passing on, to 111ake an 
extract from a paper, published SOllle years since, which 
Rho\Vs, by instances frolH our divines, that the application of 
the phrase to Scripture is but of recent adoption. The 
other question, about the ultilllate judge of the interpreta- 
tion of Scripture, shall not be entered upon. 
" We Inay dispense with the phrase 
 Rule of Faith,' as 
applied to Scripture, on the ground of its being êuuLiguous ; 
, and, again, because it is then used in a novel sense; for the 
ancient Church luade the A postolic Tradition, as sunBBcd 
I up in the Crecd, antl not the ]3iblc
 the Reg'ula If
idei, or 
Rule. '
loreover, its use as a technical phrase, seelns to be 
of late introduction in the Church, that is, since the dH}s 
of l\:ing 'Villianl the Third. Our great divines use it with- 
out any fixed sense, sOJlletinics for Scripture, son1etiules for 
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the whole and perfectly adjusted Christian doctrine, SOlue- 
times for the Creed; and at the risk of being tedious, we 
will prove this, by quotations, that the point may be put 
beyond dispute. 
"Ussher, after St. Austin, identifies it with the Creed; 
-when speaking of the Article of our LORD.S Descent to 
lIeU, he says,- 


" 'It having here likewise been further manifested, what different 
opinions have been entertained by the ancient Doctors of the Church, 
concerning the determinate place wherein our Saviour's soul did re- 
main during the time of the sf:'paratioll of it from the body, I leave it 
to be considered by the learned, whether any such controverted matter 
may fitly be brought in to expound the Rule of Faitll, which, being 
common both to the great and small ones of the Church, must contain 
such varieties only as are genErally agreed upon by the common con- 
sent of all true Christians.'-Allswer to a Jesuit, p. 362. 


"Taylor spealis to the saIne purpose: 'Let us see with 
what constancy that and the following ages of the Church 
did adhere to the Apostles" Creed, as the sufficient and 
perfect Rule of Faitlt.'-DisSltasive, part 2, i. 4, p. 470. 
Ebewhere he calls Scripture the Rule: 'That the Scripture 
is a full and sufficient Rule to Christians in faith and 
l11anners, a full and perfect declaration of the 'ViII of GOD, 
is therefore certain, because we have no other.'-Ibiá. part 
2, i. 2, p. 384. Elsewhere, Scripture and the Creed: 'He 
hath, by His wise Providence, preserved the plain places of 
Scripture and the Apostles' Creed, in all Churches, to be 
the Rule and 
Ieasure of Faith, by which all Churches are 
saved.'-Ibid. part 2, i. 1, p. 346. Elsewhere he identifies 
it with Scripture, the Cl'eeds, and the fÌr8t four Councils: 
, \Ve also [after Scripture] do believe the Apostles' Creed, 
the Nicene, with the additions of Constantinople, and that 
which is conlll1on]y called the syu1bol of St. A thanasius ; 
and the four first General Councils are so entirely achnitted 
by us: that they, together with the plain words of Scripture, 
are nlade the Rule and !\Ieasure of judging heresies alnong 
us.'-Ibid. part 1, i. p. 131. 
" Laud caBs the Creed.. 01' rather the Creed with Scrip- 
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ture, the Rule. 'Since the Fathers make the Creed the 
Rule of Fæith; since the agreeing sense of Scripture with 
those Articles are the Two Regular Precepts, by which a 
divine is governed about his faith,' &c.-Conference wtith 
Fislter, p. 42. 

, Bramhall also: 'The Scripture and the Creed are not 
two different Rules of Faith, but one and the sarine Rule, 
dilated in Scripture, contracted in the G'J
eed.'- JVorks, p. 
402. StiHingfleet says the san1e (Grounds, i, 4. 3.) 
 as 
does Thorndike (De Rat.jin. Controv. p. 144, &c.). Else- 
where, Stillingfleet calls Scripture the Rule (Ibid. i. 6. 2.) ; 
as does Jackson (vol. i. p. 226). But the n10st c0111plete 
and decisive staten1ent on the subject is contained in Field's 
work on the Church, froin which shall follow a long extract. 


" , It remained to show,' he says, 'what is the Rule of that judgment 
whereby the Church discerneth between truth and falsehood, t1le faith 
and heresy, and to whom it properly pertaineth to interpret those 
things which, touching this Rule, are doubtful. The Rule of our Faith 
in general, whereby we know it to be true, is the infinite excellency 
of GOD. . . . . It being pre-supposed in the generality that the doctrine 
of the Christîan faith is of GOD, and containeth nothing but heavenly 
truth, in the next place, we are to inquire by what Rule we are to 
judge of particular things contained within the compass of it. 
" 'This Rule is, 1. The summary comprehension of such principal 
articles of this divine knowledge, as are the principles whence all other 
things are concluded and inferred. These are contained in the Creed 

f the Apostles. 
" '2. All such things as every Christian is bound expressly to be.. 
lieve, by the light and direction whereof he judgeth of other things, 
which are not absolutely necessary so particularly to be known. These 
are rightly said to be the Rule of our Faith, because the principles of 
every science are the Rule whereby we judge of the truth of all things, 
as being better and more generally known than any other thing, and 
the cause of knowing them. 
" '3. The analogy, due proportion, and corres}Jondence, that one 
thing in this divine knowledge hath with another, so that men cannot 
err in one of them without erring in another; nor rightly understand 
one, but they must likewise rightly conceive the rest. 
" '4. 'Vhatsoever Books were deli\'ereà unto us, as written by 
them, to whom the first and immediate re\'clation of the divine truth 
was made. 
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u '5. 'Vhatsoever hath been delivered by an the saints with one 
consent, which ha\'e left their judgment and opinion in writing. 
'" 6. 'Vhatsoever the most famous have constantly and uniformly 
delivered, as a matter of faith, no one contradicting, though many 
other ecclesiastical writers be silent
 and say nothing of it. 
'" 7. That which the most, -and most famous in every age, con- 
stantly delivered as a matter of faith, and as received of them that 
went before them, in slIch sort that the contradictors and gainsayers 
were in their beginnings noted for singularity, novelty, and division, 
and afterwards, in process of time, if they persisted in such contra- 
diction, charged with heresy. 
U , These three latter Rules of our Faith we admit, not because tbey 
are equal with the former, and originally in themselves contain the 
direction of our Faith, but because nothing can be delivered, with 
such and so full consent of the people of GOD, as in them is ex- 
pressed, but it must need be from those first authors and founders of 
our Christian profession. The Romanists add unto these the decrees 
of Councils and determination oÎ Popes, making these also to be the 
Rules of Faith; but because we have no proof of their infallibility, we 
number them not with the rest. 
" , Thus we see how many things, in several degrees and sorts, are 
said to be Rules of our Faith. The infinite excellency of GOD, as that 
whereby the truth of the heavenly doctrine is proved. The Articles 
of Faith, and other verities ever expressly known in the Church as the 
first principles, are the Canon by which we judge of conclusions from 
thence inferred. The Scripture, as containing in it all that doctrine 
of Faith which CHRIST the SON of GOD delivered. The uniform prac- 
tice and consenting judgment of them that went before us, as a certain 
and undoubted explication of the things contained in the Scripture. 
. . . . So then, we do not 'l1ulke Scripture the Rllle of Ollr Faith, but that 
otller t/Ûngs in their kind are Rules likewise; in such sort that it is not 
safe, without respect lLUd unto tlwm, to judge things by the Scripture 
alone,' &c.-iv. 14. pp. 364, 365. 


" These extracts show not only what the Anglican doc- 
trine is, but, in particular, that the phrase' Rule of Faith' 
is no sJnlbolical expression with us, appropriated to SOllIe 
one sense; certainly not as a definition or attribute of Holy 
Scripture. And it is inlportant to insist upon this, froln 
the very great nlisconceptions to which the phrase gives 
rise. Perhaps its use had better be avoided altogether. In 
the sense in which it is conlmonly understood at this clay, 
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II Scripture, it is plain, is 'not, on Anglican principles, the 
Rule of Faith." 



 2.-Justification by Faith only. 
Article xi.-" That we are justified by Faith only, is a 
most wholesome doctrine." 


The Honlilies add t.hat Faith is the sole rJ'leans, the sale 
instrument of justification. N ow, to show briefly what such 
st,atenlents ill1ply, and what they do not. 
]. They do not imply a denial of Bapt'ism as a means and 
an instrun1ent of justification; which the Homilies else- 
\vhere affirm, as will be shown incidentally in a later 
section. 
,,' The instrulnental power of Faith cannot interfere with 
the instrunlental power of Baptism; because Faith is the 
sole justifier, not in contrast to all means and agencies 
whatever, (for it is not surely in contrast to our LORD"S 
nlerits, or GOD"S mercy,) but to all other graces. vVhen, 

 then, Faith is called the sole instrull1ent, this means the sale 
internal instrun1ent, not the sale instruDlent of any kind. 
" There is nothing inconsistent, then, in Faith being the 
sale instrument of justification, and yet Baptisnl also the 
sale illstrUll1ent, and that at the same time, because ín dis- 
tinct senses; an inward instrull1ent in no way interfering 
with an outward instrument, Baptisnl lllay be the hand of 
the giver, and Faith the hand of the receiver." 
N or does the sale instrumentality of Faith interfP.re with 
the doctrine of JVorks being a mean also. And that it is a 
Inean, the Homily of AlDIs-deeds declares in the strongest 
language, as will also be quoted in Section 11. 
"An assent to the doctrine that Faith alone justifies, 
does not at aU preclude the doctrine of 'V orks justifying 
also. If: indeed, it were said that "\V orks justify in tlte 
satne sense as Faith only justifies, this \vould be a COll- 



Justification by Faith only. 
tradiction in ter01s; but Faith only nlay justify in one 
sense-Good \V orks in another :-and this is aU that is 
here rnaintained. After all, does not CHRIST only justify 
 
110w is it that the doctrine of Faith justifying does not 
interfere with our LORD'S bein
 the sole J ustifier 
 It will, 
of course) be replied, that our LORD is the meritorious cause, 
and Faith the 'nzeans; that Faith justifies in a different 
and subordinate sense. As, then, CHRIST justifies in the 
sense in which He justifies alone, yet Faith also justifies in 
its own sense; so \ V orl{s, whether moral or ritual, olay 
justify us in their own respective senses, though in the 
sense in which Faith justifies, it only justifies. The only 
question is, TVhat is that sense in which \V orks justify, so 
as not to interfere with :Faith only justifying? It may, 
indeed, turn out on inquiry, that the sense alleged will not 
hold, eithcr as being unscriptural, or for any other reason; 
but, whether so 01" not, at any rate the apparent incon- 
sistency of language should not startle persons; nor should 
thcy so promptly condenln those who, though they do not 
usc their language, use St. J alnes's. Indeed, is not this 
ar>gurncnt the very weapon of the Arians, in their warfare 
3gainst the Sox of GOD 
 They said, CHRIST is not GOD, 
because the }i"'ATHER is called the ' Only God.'" 
2. Next we have to inquire in what sense Faith only does 
justify. In a !1ulnber of ways, of which here two only shall 
be nlentioned. 
First, it is the pleading or impetrating principle, or 
constitutes our title to justification; being analogous alnong 
the graces to 
loses' lifting up his hands on the 
Iount, 01" 
the Israelites eyeing the nrazen Serpent,-actions which 
did not n1erit GOD '\8 mercy, but asked for it. A nunlber of 
JnE'3.ns go to effect our justification. \Ve are justified by 
CHRIST alone, in that lIe has purchased the gift; by Faith 
:1lonp, in that Faith asks for it; by naptiSll1 alone, for 
13aptisnl conveys it; and by newness of heart alone, for 
newness of heart is the life of it. 
And secondly. Faith, as being the beginning of perfect or 
justifying righteousness, is taken for what it tends towards, 


]3 
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or ultimately will be. I t is said by anticipation to be that 
\vhich it pronliscs; just as one might pay a labourer his 
hire before he began his work. Faith working by love is 
the seed of divine graces, which in due tÏ1ne will be brought 
forth and flourish-partIy in this world, fully in the next. 



 3.-- JVorlcs hefore and after Justification. 


Articles xii. & xiii.-" W orl{s done before the grace of 
CHRIST, and the inspiration of His SPIRIT, [' before justifi- 
cation,' title of the Article,] are not pleasant to GOD (minin}è 
Deo grata sunt); forasmuch as they spring not of Faith in 
JESUS OHRIST, neither do they make man meet to receive 
grace, or (as the school authors say) deserve grace of 
congruity (nlerentur gratiam de congruo); yea, rather for 
that they are not done as GOD hath willed and commanded 
them to be done, we doubt not but they have the nature of 
sin. Albeit good works, which are the fruits of faith, and 
follow after justification (justificatos sequuntur), cannot put 
away (expiare) our sins, and endure the severity of GOD'S 
judgment, yet are they pleasing and acceptable (grata et 
accept a) to GOD in OHRIST, and do spring out necessarily 
of a true and lively Faith.'" 


Two sorts of works are here nlcntioned-works before 
justification, and works after; and they are most strongly 
contrasted with each other. 
1. Works before justification, are done "before the grace 
of CHRIST, and the inspiration of His SPIRIT."" 
2. Works before "do not spring of Faith in JESUS 
CHRIST;" works after are" the fruits of Faith.'!" 
3. Works before" have the nature of sin;" works after 
are " good works." 
4. 'V orks before "are not pleasant (grata) to GOD;" 
works after" are pleasing and acceptable (grata et accepta) 
to GOD." 
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Two propositions, nlentioned in these Articles, renlain, 
and deserve consideration: First, that works before justifi- 
cation do not Blake or dispose men to receive grace, or, as 
the school writers say
 deserve grace of congruity; secondly, 
that works after "cannot put away our sins, and endure 
the severity of GOD'I S judgment." 
I. As to the former statement,-to deserve de congruo, 
or of congruity, is to move the Divine regard.. not from 

ny clainl upon it, but froln a certain fitness or suitableness; 
as, for instance, it might be said that dry wood had a 
certain disposition or fitness towards heat which green 
wood had not. N ow, the Article denies that works done 
before the grace of CHRIST, or in a mere state of nature, in 
this way dispose t.owards grace, or move GOD to grant 
grace. And it. asserts, with or without reason, (for it is a 
question of historical fact, which need not specially concern 
us,) that certain schoolnlen maintained the affirnlative. 
N ow, that this is what it means, is plain from the 
follo\\ iug passages of the Honlilies, which in no respec
 
have greater clainls upon us than as comments upon the 
Articies :- 


" Therefore they that teach repentance without a lively faitlt in our 
SAVIOUR JESUS CHRIST, do teach none other but Judas's repentance, 
as all the schoolmen do, which do only allow these three parts of re- 
pentance,-the contrition of the heart, the confession of the mouth, 
and the satisfaction of the work. But all these things we find in 
J ndas's repentance, which, in outward appearance, did far exceed and 
pass the repentance of Peter. . . . This was commonly the penance 
which CHRIST enjoined sinners, 'Go thy way, and sin no more;' whic.h 
penance we shall never be able to fulfil, without tlte .flpecial grace of 
Him that doth say, "Vithout l\Ie, ye caI.! do nothing.' "-On Re- 
'jJentahce, p. 460. 


To take a passage which is still more clear: 
"As these examples are not brought in to the end that we should 
thereby take a boldness to sin, presuming on the mercy and goodne
s 
of GOD, but to the end that, if, through the frailness of our own flesh, 
nnd the temptation of the de\'il, we fall into the like sins, we should in 
110 wise despair of the mercy and goodness of GOD: even so r.lUst we 
1 ewarc and take heed, that we do in IlO wise think in our hearts. 
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imagine, or believe t/wt we are able to repent aright, or to turn effec- 
tually unto the LORD by our own might and strength."-Ibid. part i. fin. 


The Article contemplates these two states,-one of 
justifying grace, and one of the utter destitution of grace; 
and it says, that those who are in utter destitution cannot 
do any thing to gain justification; and, indeed, to assert 
the contrary would be Pelagianism. However, there is an 
intermediate state, of which the Article says nothing, but 
which must not be forgotten, as being an 3:ctually existing 
one. J\fen are not always either in light or in darkness, 
but are sometimes between the two; they are sometimes 
not in a state of Christian justification, yet not utterly 
deserted by GOD, but in a state something like that of Jews 
or of Heathen, turning to the thought of religion. They 
are not gifted \vith hahitual grace, but they still are visited 
by Divine influences, or by actual grace, or rather aid; 
and these influences are the first-fruits of the grace of 
justification going before it, and are intended to lead on to 
it, and to be perfected in it, as twilight leads to day. And 
since it is a Scripture maxim, that" he that is faithful in 
that which is least, is faithful also in much;" and " to ,vho- 
soever hath, to him shall be given;" therefore, it is quite 
true that \vorks done with, divine aid, and in faith, before 
justification, do dispose nlen to receive the grace of justifi- 
cation ;-such were Cornelius's alms, fastings, and prayers, 
,vhich led to his baptism. At the same time it must be 
borne in mind that, even in such cases, it is not the works 
thelTIselves ,vhich make them meet, as some schoolmen 
seen1 to have said, but the secret aid of GOD, vouchsafed, 
equally with the" grace and Spirit," which is the portion 
of the baptized, for the merits of CHRIST'S sacrifice. 
[But it may be objected, that the silence observed in the 
Article about a state bet\veen that of justification and 
grace, and that of neither, is a proof that there is none 
such. This argument, however, ,vould prove too much; 
for in like manner there is a silence in the Sixth Article 
about a judge of the scripturalness of doctrine, y.et a judge 
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there l11ust be. And, again, few, it is supposed, would deny 
that Cornelius, before the angel came to him, was in a ITIOre 
hopeful state, than Sinlon 1vlagus or Felix. The difficulty 
then, if there be one, is common to persons of whatever 
school of opinion.] 
2. If works before justification, when done by the influence 
of divine aid, gain grace, n1uch n10re do works after justifi- 
cation. They are, according to the Article, "grata,'" 
"pleasing to GOD;" and they are accepted, "accepta f' 
which means that GOD rewards them, and that of course 
according to their degree of excellence. At the same time, 
as works before justification may nevertheless be done 
under a divine influence, so works after justification are 
still liable to the infection of original sin; and, as not 
being perfect, "cannot expiate our sins," or "endure the 
severity of GOD"8 judgment." 



 4.- The Visible Okztrch. 



 


Art. xix.-" The visible Church of CHRIST is a congre- 
gation of faithful men (cætus fidelium), in the which the 
pure 'V ord of GOD is preached, and the Sacraments be duly 
Iuinistered, according to CHRIST"8 ordinance, in all those 
things that of necessity are requisite to the same." 


This is not an abstract definition of a Church, but a 
description of the actually existing One Holy Catholic 
Church diflhsed throughout the world; as if it \vere read, 
"The Church is a certain society of the faithful," &c. 
This is evident from the mode of describing the Catholic 
Church familiar to all writers from the first ages down to 
the age of this Article. For instance, St. Clenlent of 
Alexandria says, "I mean by the Church, not a place, but 
the congregation of the elect." Origen: I." The Church, the 
assembly of all the fàitliful." St. Ambrose: "One congre- 
gation, one Church." St. Isidore: '
The Church is a con- 
e 
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gregation of saints, collected on a certain faith, and the best 
conduct of life. " St. Augustin: "The Church is the people 
of God through all ages." Again: "The Church is the 
multitude which is spread over the whole earth." St. Cyril: 
" \Vhen we speak of the Church" ,ve denote the most holy 
multitude of the pious." Theodoret: "" The A postle calls 
the Church the assembly of tlw faitliful.'" Pope Gregory: 
'" The Church, a multitude of tlw faitliflll collected of both 
sexes." Bede: 10' The Church is the congregation of all 
saints." Alcuin:" The Holy Catholic Church,-in Latin, 
the congregation of the fa itliful. ')') Alnalarius: "" The Church 
is the people called together by the Church's nlinisters." 
Pope Nicolas I.: "The Church, that is, the congregation oj 
Oatlwlics." St. Bernard: "'Vhat is the Spouse, but the 
congregation of the just?" Peter the Venerable: "The 
Church is called a congregation, but not of all things, not of 
cattle, but of men, faitliful, good, just. Though bad among 
these good, and just among t.he unjust, are revealed or 
concealed, yet it is called a Church." Hugo Victorinus: 
"The Holy Church, that is, the universitg of tIle faitliflll." 
A rnulphus: "The Church is called the congregation of tho 
['titlif'lll." Albertus !\lagnus: ,,, The Greek word Church 
Ineans in Latin convocation; and whereas works and callings 
belongs to rational anirnals, and reason in nlan is inward 
faith, therefore it is called the congregation of the fiÛtliful." 
I)urandus: "The Church is in one sense nlaterial, in which 
divers offices are celebrated; in another spiritual, which is 
the collection of tIle faitlyul." Alvarus: "" The Church is 
the multit'ltde of the faithfitl, or the university of Christians." 
Pope Pius II.: ,,' The Church is the rnultitude of the faith- 
ful dispersed through all nations 1.'1'1 [And so the Reforll1erS, 
in their own way; for instance, the Confession of Augsburgh. 
"The one Holy Church will reluain for ever. Now the 
Church of Christ properly is the congregation of the 
Illembers of Christ, that is, of saints who truly believe and 
obey Christ; though \vith this congregation Iuany bad 


1 These instances are from Laulloy. 
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and hJpocrites are lllixed in this life, till the last judgnlent." 
vii.-And the Saxon: ""r e say t.hen that the visible 
Church in this life is an assembly of those who embrace the 
Gospel of Christ and rightly use the Sacraments," &c. xii.] 
These illustrations of the phraseology of the Article nlay 
be multiplied in any number. And they plainly show that 
it is not laying down any logical definition what a Church 
is, but is describing, and, as it were, pointing to the 
Catholic Church diffused throughout the world; which, 
being but one, cannot possibly be mistaken, and requires 
no other account of it beyond this single and majestic one. 
The nlinistration of the "\V ord and Sacranlents is n1entioned 
as a further note of it. As to the question of its lin1Íts, 
whether Episcopal Succession or whether interconlmunion 
with the whole be necessary to each part of it,-these are 
questions, most important indeed, but of detail, and are 
not expressly treated of in the Articles. 
This view is further illustrated by the following passage 
frolll the Homily for 'Vhitsunday:- 
"Our Saviour CHRIST departing out of the world unto His FATHER, 
promised His Disciples to send down another COMFORTER, that should 
continue with them for ever, and direct them into all truth. 'Vhich 
thing, to be faithfuìly and truly performed, the Scriptures do suffi- 
ciently bear witness. Neither must we think that this COMFORTER 
was either promised, or else given, only to the Apostles, but also to 
tile univel'sal Church of CHRIST, dispersed tllrollglt tile u'lwle world. 
}'or, unless the HOLY fÌHosT has been always present, governing and 
preserving the Church from the beginning, it could never have suffered 
so many and great brunts of affliction and persecution, with so little 
damage and harm as it hath. And the words of CHRIST are most plain 
in this behalf, saying, that 'the SPIRIT of Truth should abide with 
them for ever;' that' lIe would be with them always (He meaneth by 
grace, virtue, and power) even to the world's end.' 
"Also in the prayer that He made to His FATHER a little before 
His death, lIe maketh intercession, not only for Himself and His 
A postles, but indifferently for all them that should beliet'e in Him 
through their words, that is, to wit, for His whole Church. Again, 
St. Paul saith, ' If any man have not the SPIRIT of CHRIST, the same 
is not His.' Also, in the words following: '\V e have received the 
Spirit of adoption, whereby we cry, Abba, Father
' Hereby, then, it 
is evident and plain to all men, that the HOLY GHOST was gÏ\ en, not 
C 2 
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only to the Apostles, but also to the wlwle body of eHRIST'S congre.. 
9ation, although not in like form and majesty as He came down at the 
feast of Pentecost. But now herein standeth the c1)ntroversy,-whethel 
all men do justly arrogate to themselves the HOLY GHOST, or 110. 
The Bishops of Rome have for a long time made a sore chal1enge 
thereto, reasoning with themselves after this sort: 'The HOLY GHosT,' 
say they, 'was promised to the Church, and never forsaketh the 
Church. But we are the chief heads and the principal part of the 
Church, therefore we have the HOLY GHOST for ever: and whatsoever 
things we decree are undoubted verities and oracles of the HOLY 
GHoST.' That ye may perceive the weakness of this argument, it is 
needful to teach you, first, what the true Church of CHRIST is, and then 
to confer the Church of Rome therewith, to discern how well they agree 
together. The true Church is an universal congregation or fellowship 
of GOD'S faitliful and elect people, built upon the foundation of the 
Apostles and Prophets, JESUS CHRIST Himself being the head corner- 
stone. And it hath always three notes or marks, whereby it is known: 
pure and sound doctrine, the Sacraments ministered according to 
CHRIST'S holy institution, and the right use of ecc1esiastical discipline. 
This description of the Church is agreeable both to the Scriptures of 
GOD, and also to the doctrine of tlJe ancient Fathers, so that none may 
justly find fault therewith. Now, ifloU will compare this with the Church 
of Rome, not as it was in the beginning, but as it is at present, and 
hath been for the space of nine hundred years and odd; you shall well 
perceive the state thereof to be so far wide from the nature of the 
Church, that nothing can be more." 


This passage is quoted, not for all it contains, but in that 
respect in which it clain1s attention, viz. as far as it is an 
ilIustration of the Article. It is speaking of the one 
Catholic Church, not of an abstract idea of a Church which 
nlay be multiplied indefinitely in fact; and it uses the 
saIne terms of it which the Article does of "the visible 
Church." It says that "the true Church is an universal 
congregation or fellowship of GOD'S faithful and elect 
people," &c., which as closely corresponds to the cætus 
fidelium, or "congregation of faithful men" of the Article, 
as the above descriptions fron1 Fathers or Divines do. 
Therefore, the cætus jideliu'nz spoken of in the Article is not 
a definition, \vhich kirk, or connexion, or other communion 
Inay be made to fall under, but the enunciation of a fact. 
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 5.-GeneralOouncils. 
Article xxÌ.- H General councils may not be gathered 
together without the commandment and will of princes. 
And when they be gathered together, forasmuch as they 
be an assell1blyof men, whereof all be not governed with 
the SPIRIT and Word of GOD, they nlay err, and sometinles 
have erred, in things pertaining to GOD." 


That great bodies of men, of different countries, may not 
nlcet together without the sanction of their rulers, is plain 
frolu the principles of civil obedience and from primitive 
practice. That, when met together, though Christians, 
they will not be all ruled by the SPIRIT or 'V ord of GOD, 
is plain from our LORD"S parable of the net, and from 
111elancholy experience. That bodies of men, deficient in 
this respect, 111ay err, is a self-evident truth,-unless, indeed, 
they be favoured with some divine superintendence, which 
has to be proved, before it can be admitted. 
General councils then mayerI', [as such ;-may err,] 
'Unless in any case it is promised, as a matter of express 
supernatural privilege, that they shall not err; a case which 
[as consisting in the fulfihnent of additional or subsequent 
conditions,] lies beyond the scope of this Article, or at any 
rate beside its determination. 
Such a pronlise, however, does exist, in cases when 
general councils are not. only gathered together according 
to "the commandnlent and will of princes," but in the 
.1'T ame of CHRIST, according to our LORD"S promise. The 
A rticle merely contemplates the human prince, not the 
I(ing of Saints. 'Vhile councils are a thing of earth, their 
infallibility of course is not guaranteed; when they are a 
thing of heaven, their deliberations are overruled, and their 
decrees authoritative. In such cases they are Oatlwlic 
councils; and it would seenl, frolll passages which will 
be quoted in Section 11, that the Homilies recognize four, 
or even six, as bearing this character. Thus Catholic or 
{Eculuenical Councils are general councils, and something 
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more. SOine general councils are Catholic, and others are 
not. Nay, as even !{olnanists grant, the same councils lnay 
be partly Catholic, partly not. 
If Catholicity be thus a ql/;ality, found at times in general 
councils, rather than the dftferentia belonging to a certain 
class of theIn, it is still less surprising that the Article 
should be silent about it. 
'Vhat those conditions are, \vhich fulfil the notion of a 
g-athering "in the N an1e of CHRIST," in the case of a 
particular council, it is not necessary here to deterll1ine. 
SOine have included aillong these cnnditions, the subsequent 
reception of its decrees by the universal Church; others a 
rL: tification by the pope. , 
Another of these conditions, høwever, the Article goes 
on to mention, viz. that in points necessary to salvation, a 
council should prove its decrees by Scripture. 


St. Gregory N azianzen well illustrates the consistency of 
this Article with a belief in the infallibility ùf <Ecumenical 
Councils, by his own language on the subject on different 
occaSIons. 
In the following passage he anticipates the Article :- 


"l\Iy mind is, if I must write the truth, to keep clear of every con- 
ference of bishops, for of conference never saw I good come, or a 
remedy so much as an increase of evils. For there is strife and 
ambition, and these have the upper hand of reason."-Ep. 55. 


Yet, on the other hand, he speaks elsewhere of "the 
IIoly Council in Nicæa, and that band of chosen men WhOIll 
the HOLY GHOST brought together."-Orat. 21. 



 6.-P'Urgator,!/, P
rdons, Images, Relics, Invocation of 
Saints. 


Article xxii.-" The R0I11ish doctrine concerning pur- 
gatory, pardons (de ind111gentiis), \vorshipping (de vene- 
ratione) and adoration, as well of inlages as of relics, and 
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also invocation of saints, is a fond thing (res est futilis) 
vainly (inaniter) invented, and grounded upon no \varranty 
of Scripture, but rather repugnant (contradicit) to the 
"r ord of GOD." 


N ow the first remark that occurs on perusing this Article 
is, that the doctrine objected to is "the RO'lnish doctrine." 
For instance, no one would suppose that the Calvinistio 
doctrine containing purgatory, pårdons, and image-worship, 
is spoken against. Not every doctrine on these matters is 
a fond thing, but the ROl1lislt doctrine. Accordingly, the 
PriJJli
ti'Ve doctrine is not condemned in it, unless, indeed, 
the Primitive doctrine be the R01l1ish, which nlust not be 
supposed. N ow there was a primitive doctrine on all these 
points,-how far Catholic or universal, is a further question, 
-but still so widely received and so respectably supported, 
that it may well be entertained as a matter of opinion by a 
theologian now; this, then, whatever be its n1erits, is not 
condenlned by this Article. 
This is clear without proof on the face of the matter, at 
least as regards pardons. Of course, the Article never 
lneant. to n1ake light of ever!! doctrine about pardons, but a 
certain doctrine, the Ron1ish doctrine, [as indeed the plural 
forDl itself shows.] 
And [such an understanding of the Article is supported 
by] sonle sentences in the Hon1Ïly on Peril of Idolatry, in 
which, as far as regards relics, a certain" veneration " is 
sanctioned by its tone in speaking of then1, though not of 
course the Ronlish veneration. 
The sentences referred to run as foIlo\v :- 


"In the Tripartite Ecclesiastical History, the Ninth Book, and 
Forty-eighth Chapter, is testified, that 'Epiphanius, being yet alive, 
did work miracles: and that after his death, devils, being expelled at 
his grave or tomb, did roar.' Thus you see what authority St. Jerome 
(who has just been mentioned) and that most ancient history give unto 
the holy and learned Bishop EpiphanÍus." 
Again : 
"St. Ambrose, In his Treatise of the Death of Theodosiu! the 
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Emperor, saith, 'Helena found the Cross, and the title on it. She 
worshipped the King, and not the wood, surely (for that is an 
heathenish error and the vanity of the wicked), but she worshipped 
Him that hanged on the Cross, and whose Name was written on the 
title,' and so forth. See both the godly empress's fact, and St. 
Ambrose's judgment at once; they thought it had been an heathenish 
error, and vanity of the wicked, to /Lave worshipped tile Cross itself 
wlLich was imbrued with our SAVIOUR CHRIST'S own precious blood."- 
Peril of Idolatry, part 2, eire. init. 


In these passages the \vriter does not positiveIy comn1Ït 
hilnself to the miracles at Epiphanius's tOIl)b, or the 
discovery of the true Cross, but he evidently wishes the 
hearer to think he believes in both. This he \vonid not do, 
if he thought all honour paid to relics wrong. 
If, then, in the judgnlent of the Homilies, not all doctrine 
concerning veneration of relics is condClnned in the Article 
before us, but a certain toleration of then1 is c0l11patible 
with its wording; neither is all doctrine concerning pur- 
gatory, pardons, ilnages, and saints, condemned by the 
Article, but only '
the ROI1}ish." 
And further by "the ROlnish doctrine," is not Dleant the 
Tridcntine [statement], because this Article was drawn up 
before the decree of the Council of Trent. \Vhat is opposed 
is the received doctrine of the day, and unhappily of this 
ùay too, or the doctrine of the Ro'}}zan schools; a conclusion 
which is still more clear, by considering that there are 
portions in the Tridentine [statenlents ] on these subjects, 
\vhich the Article, far froln condemning, by anticipation 
approves, as far as they go. For instance, the Decree of 
Trent enjoins concerning- purgatory thus :-" Anlong the 
uneducated vulgar let difficult and subtle questions, which 
Inake not for edification, and seJdon1 contribute aught 
towards piety, be kept back fron1 popula.r discourses. 
Neither let thelll suffer the puLlic ll1ention and treatInent of 
uncertain points, or such as loole like falsehood." Session 25. 
Again" about in1ages: "Due honour and veneration is to be 
paid unto them, not that 'we believe that any divinity 0'1' 
virtue is in tltem, for which they should be worshipped 
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( colendæ) or that we slLO
tld ask any thing of then1, or that 
trust should be reposed in Ï1nages, as formerly ,vas done 
by the Gentiles, which used to place their hope on idols." 
-Ibid. 
If then, the doctrine conden1ned in this Article concerning 
purgatory, pardons, inlages, relics, and saints, be not the 
Prin1itive doctrine, nor the Catholic doctrine, nor the Tri- 
dentine [statement] but the Romish, doctrina ROn'lanensiu1n, 
let us next consider 'what in matter of fact it is. And 
1. As to the doctrine of the Ron1anists concerning 
Purgatory. 
Now here there was a primitive doctrine, whatever its 
111erits, concerning the fire of judgment, which is a possible 
or a probable opinion, and is not condemned. That doctrine 
is this: that the conflagration of the world, or the flan1es 
which attend the Judge, will be an ordeal through which 
all nlen will pass; that great saints, such as St. l\Iary, will 
pass it unharn1ed; that others will suffer loss; but none 
will fail under it who are built upon the right foundation. 
IIcre is one [purgatorian doctrine] not "llon1ish." 
Another doctrine, purgatorian, but not ROlnish, is that 
said to be l11aintained by the Greeks at Florence, in which 
the cJeansing" though a punishment, was but a pæna danzni, 
not a pæna sens-ûs; not a positive sensible infliction, much 
Jess the -torn1ent of fire, but the absence of GOD"S presence. 
.A.nd another purgatory is that in which the cleansing is but 
a progressive sanctification, and has no pain at all. 
None of these doctrines does the Article condemn; any 
of then1 n1ay be held by the A nglo-Catholic as a matter of 
private belief; not that they are here advocated, one or 
other, but they are adduced as an illustration of what the 
Article does not l11ean" and to vindicate our Christian 
liberty in a n1atter where the Church has not confined it. 
[For what the doctrine \vhich is reprobated is, \ve might 
refer, in the first place, to the Council of Florence, where a 
decree was passed on the subject, were not that decree 
ah110st as vague as the Tridentine; viz. that deficiency of 
penance is n1ade up by pænæ pUl'gatol'iæ.] 
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"Now doth St. Augustine say, that those men which are cast into 
prison after this life, on that condition, may in no wise be holpen, 
though we would help them never so much. And why? Because the 
sentence of GOD is unchangeable, and cannot be revoked again. There- 
fore let us not deceive ourselves, thinking dlat either we may help 
others, or others may help us, by their good and charitable prayers ill 
time to come. For, as the preacher saith, '\Vhere the tree falleth, 
whether it be toward the south, or toward the north, in what place 
soe\.er the tree falleth, there it lieth:' meaning thereby, that every 
mortal man dieth either in the state of salvation or damnation, according 
as the words of the Evangelist John do plainly import, saying, 'He 
that believeth on the SON of GOD hath eternal life; but he that 
believeth not on the SON, shall never see life, but the wrath of GOD 
abideth upon him,'-where is then the third place, which they call 
lJUrgatory? Or where shall our prayers help and profit the dead? 
St. Augustine doth only acknowledge two places after this life, heaven 
and hell. As for the third place, he doth plainly deny that there 
is any such to be found in all Scripture. Chrysostom likewise is of 
this mind, that, unless we wash away our sins in this present world, 
we shall find no comfort afterward. And St. Cyprian saith, that, 
after death, repentance aud sorrow of pain shall be without fruit, 
weeping also shall be in vain, and prayer shall be to no purpose. 
Therefore he counselleth all men to make provision for themselves 
while they may, because, when they are once departed out of this life, 
there is no place for repentance, nor yet for satisfaction."-Hornily 
concerning Prayer, pp. 282, 283. 


Now it [would seem], from this passage, that the Pur- 
gatory contemplated by the Homily, was one for which no 
, one \vill for an instant pretend to adduce even those 
Fat.hers \vho most favour Rome, viz. one in whiclt our state 
would be changed, in which GOD'S sentence could be reversed. 
"The sentence of GOD," says the writer, "is unchangeable, 
and cannot be revoked again; there is no place for re- 
pentance." On the other hand, the Council of Trent, and 
Augustin and Cyprian, so far as they express or imply any 
opinion approxinlating to that of the Council, held Purgatory 
to be a place for believers, not unbelievers, not where nlen 
\vho have lived and died in GOD"l S wrath, may gain pardon, 
but where those who have already been pardoned in this 
life, may be cleansed and purified for beholding the face of 
GOD. The HOlnily, then, and therefore the .A.rticle [as far 



Purgatory 
as the HOlniIy ma) be taken to explain it J
 does not speak 
of the Tridentine purgatory. 
The mention of Prayers for the dead in the above passagc
 
affords an additional illustration of the linlited and [ relative] 
Sénse of the terms of the Article now under consideration. 
For such prayers are obviously not condenlned in it in the 
abstract, or in every shape, but as offil'ed to 'rescue tIle lost 
fr01n eterna l fire. 
[Ilooker, in his Sernlon on Pride, gives us a second view 
of the " Romish doctrine of Purgatory," frOIlI the schoohnen. 
After speaking of the pæna daJl/;ni, he says- 
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"The other punishment, which hath in it not only loss of joy, but 
also sense of grief, vexation, and woe, is that whereunto they give the 
name of purgatory pains, in nothing different from tlIOse very infernal 
torments which the souls of castaways, together witlt damned spirits, do 
endure, save only in this, there is an appointed term to the one, to the 
other none; but for the time they last they are equal. "-Vol. 
iii. p. 798.] 
Such doctrine, too, as the following may well be included 
in that which the Article conde mns under the naHle of 
"Ronlish." The passage to be quoted has already appeared 
in these Tracts. 


" In the' Speculum Exemplorum ' it is said, that a certain priest, in 
an ecstasy, saw the soul of Constantius Turritanus in the eaves of his 
house, tormented with frosts and cold rains, and afterwards climbing 
up to heaven upon a shining pillar. And a certain monk saw some 
souls roasted upon spits like pigs, and some devils basting them with 
scalding lard; but a while after, they were carried to a cool place, and 
so proved purgatory. But Bishop Theobald, standing upon a piece of 
ice to cool his feet, was nearer purgatory than he was dware, and Was 
convinced of it, when he heard a poor soul telling him, that under that 
ice he was tormented; and that he should be delivered, if for thirty 
days continual, he would say for him thirty masses. And some such 
.thing was seen by Conrade and Udalric in a pool of water; for the 
place of purgatory was not yet resolved on, till St. Patrick had the 
key of it delivered to him, which when one Nicholas borrowed of him, 
he saw as strange and true things there, as ever Virgil dreamed of in 
his purgatory, or Cicero in his dream of Scipio, or Plato in his Gorgias, 
or Phædo, who indeed lire the surest authors to prove purgatory. 
But because to preach false stories was forbidden by the Council of 
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Trent, there are yet remaining more certain arguments, even revelations 
made by angels, and the testimony of St. Odilio himself, who heard 
the devil complain (and he had great reason surely), that the souls 
of dead men were daily snatched out of his hands, by the alms and 
prayers of the living; and the sister of St. Damianus, being too much 
pleased with hearing of a piper, told her brother, that she was to be 
tormented for fifteen days in purgatory. 
" We do not think that the wise men in the Church of Rome belie,pe 
these narratives; for if they did, they were not wise; but this we 
know, that by such stories the people were brought into a belief of it, 
and having served their turn of them, the master builders used them 
as fal-se arches and centrie8, taking them away when the parts of the 
building were made firm and stable by authority." -JeT. Taylor, 
If/orks, vol. x. pp. 151, 152. 


Another specimen of doctrine, which no one will attempt 
to prove from Scripture, is the following :- 


"Eastwardly, between two walls, was a vast place of purgatory 
fixed, and beyond it a pond to rinse souls in, that had waded through 
purgatory, the water being salt and cold beyond comparison. Over 
this purgatory St. Nicholas was the owner. 
"There was a mighty bridge, an beset with nails and spikes, and 
leading to the mount of joy; on which mount was a stately church, 
seemingly capable to contain aU the inhabitants of the world, and into 
which the souls were no sooner entered, but that they forgot all their 
former tormen ts. 
"Returning to the first Clnn-ch, there they found St. l\iichael the 
Archangel and the Apostles Peter and Paul. St. 
1ichael caused all 
the white souls to pass through the flames, unharmed, to the mount of 
joy; and those that had black and white spots, St. Peter led into pur- 
gatory to be purified. 
" In one part sate St. Paul, and the devil opposite to him with his 
guards, with a pair of scales between them, weighing all such souls as 
were all over black; when upon "turning a soul, the scale turned 
towards St. Paul, he sent it to purgatory, there to expiate its sins; 
when towards the devil, his crew, with great triumph, plunged it into 
the flaming pit. . . . . 
" The rustic likewise saw near the entrance of the town-hall, as it 
were, four streets; the first was full of innumerable furnaces and 
cauldrons filled with flaming pitch and other liquids, and boiling of 
souls, whose heads were like those of black fishes in the seething 
liquor. The second had its cauldrons stored with snow and ice, to 
torment souls with honid cold. The third had thereof boiling sulphur 
and other materials, affording the worst of stinks, for the vexing of 
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50uls that had wallowed in the filth of lust. The fourth had cauldrons 
of a most horrid salt and black water. Now sinners of all sorts were 
alternately tormented in these cauldrons."-Purgatory proved by Ali. 
racle, by S. Johnson, pp. 8-10. 


[Lt't it be considered, then, whether on the whole the 
:;, I
Olllish doctrine of Purgatory," which the Article con- 
dt'lnns, and which was generally believed in the ROluan 
Church three centuries since, as well as now, viewed in its 
essence, be not the doctrine, that the punishment of un- 
righteous Christians is telnporary, not eternal, and that the 
purification of the righteous is a portion of the san1e 
punishment, together with the superstitions, and ilnpostures 
for the sake of gain, consequent thereupon.] 
2. Pardons, or Indulgences. 
The history of the rise of the Reforn1ation will in terpret 
"the ROlnish doctrine concerning pardons," without going 
further. Burnet thus speaks on the subject :- 


" In the primitive church there were very severe rules made, obliging 
all that had sinned publicly (and they were afterwards applied to such 
as had sinned secretly) to continue for many years in a state of 
separation from the Sacrament, and of penance and discipline. But 
hecause all such general rules admit of a great variety of circumstances, 
taken from men's sins, their persons, and their repentance, there was a 
power given to all Bishops, by the Council of Nice, to shorten the 
time, and to relax the severity of those Canons, and such favour as 
they saw cause to grant, was called indulgence. This was just and 
necessary, and was a provision without which no constitution or 
society can be well governed. But after the tenth century, as the 
Popes came to take this power in the whole extent of it into their owu 
hands, so they found it too feeble to carryon the great designs that 
they grafted upon it. 
"They gave it high names, and called it a plenary remission, and 
the pardon of all sins: which the world was taught to look on as a 
thing of a much higher nature, than the bare excusing of men from 
discipline and penance. Purgatory was then got to be firmly believed, 
aud all men were strangely possessed with the terror of it: so a 
deliverance from purgatory, and by consequence an immediate ad- 
mission into heaven, was believed to be the certain effect of it. 
1\Illltitudes were, by these means, engaged to go to the Holy Land, to 
recover it out of the hands of the Saracens: afterwards they armed 
,'ast llulllber
 against the heretics, to extirpate them: they fought also 
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all those quarrels, which their ambitious pretensions engaged them in, 
with emperors and other princes, by the same pay; and at last they 
set it to sale with the same impudence, and almost with the same 
methods, that mountebanks use in venting of their secrets. 
"This was so gross, even in an ignorant age, and among the ruder 
sort, that it gave the first rise to the Reformation: and as the progress 
of it was a very signal work of GOD, so it was in a great measure 
owing to the scandals that this shameless practice had given the world.'1 
-Burnet on Article XIV. p. 190. 


Again :- 
"The virtue of indulgences is the applying the treasure of the 
Church upon such, terms as Popes shall think fit to prescribe, in order 
to the redeeming souls from purgatory, and from all other temporal 
punishments, and that for such a number of years as shall be specified 
in the bulls; some of which have gone to thousands of years; one I 
have seen to ten hundred thousand: and as these indulgences are 
sometimes granted by special tickets, like tallies struck on that 
treasure; so sometimes they are affixed to particular churches and 
altars, to particular times, or days, chiefly to the year of jubilee; they 
are also affixed to such things as may be carried about, to Agnus Dei's, 
to medals, to rosaries, and scapularies; they are also affixed to some 
prayers, the devout saying of them being a mean to procure great 
indulgences. The granting these is left to the Pope's discretion, who 
ought to distribute them as he thinks may tend most to the honour of 
GOD and the good of the Church; and he ought not to be too profuse, 
much less to be too scanty in dispensing them. 
"This has been the received doctrine and practice of the Church of 
Rome since the twelfth century: and the Council of Trent, in a hurry, 
in its last session, did, in very general words, approve of the practice 
of the Church in this matter, and decreed that indulgences should be 
continued; only t!ley restrained some abuses, in particular that of selling 
them."-Burnet on Article XXII. p. 3M. 


Burnet goes on to maintain that the act of the Council 
was incomplete and evaded. If it be necessary to say nlore 
on the subject, let us attend to the following passage fronl 
Jeremy Taylor :- 
"I might have instanced in worse matters, made by the Popes of 
Rome to be pious works, the condition of obtaining indulgences. 
Such as was the bull of Pope Julius the SecoI
d, giving indulgence to 
him that meeting a Frenchman should kill him, and another for the 
killing of a Venetian. . . . . I desire this only instance may be added 
to it, that Pope Paul the Third, he that convened the Council of Trent, 
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and J nHus the Third, for fear, as I may suppose, the Council should 
forbid any more such follies, for a farewell to this game, gave an 
indulgence to the fraternity of the Sacrament of the Altar, or of the 
Blessed Body of Our LORD JESUS CHRIST, of such a vastness and un- 
reasonable folly, that it puts us beyond the question of religion, to an 
inquiry, whether it were not done either in perfect distraction, or, with 
a worse design, to make religion to be ridiculous, and to expose it to a 
contempt and scorn. The conditions of the indulgence are, either to 
visit the Church of St. Hilary of Chartres, to say a ' Pater Noster' and 
an ' Ave J\Iary , every Friday, or, at most, to be present at processions 
and other divine service upon' Corpus Christi day.' The gift is-as 
many privileges, induIts, exemptions, liberties, immunities, plenary 
pardons of sins, and other spiritual graces, as were given to the 
fraternity of the Image of our SAVIOUR' ad Sancta Sanctorum;' the 
fraternity of the charity and great hospital of St. James in Augusta, 
of St. John Baptist, of St. Cosmas and Damianus; of the Florentine 
nation; of the hospital of the HOLY GHOST in Saxia; of the order of 
St. At\stin and St. Champ; of the fraternities of the said city; of the 
churches of our Lady' de populo et verbo ;' and all those that were 
ever given to them that visited these churches, or those which should 
ever be given hereafter-a pretty large gift! In which there were so 
many pardons, quarter-pardons, l1alf-pardons, true pardons, plenary 
pardons, quarantines, and years of quarantines; that it is a harder 
thing to number them, than to purchase them. I shall remark in these 
some particulars to be considered. 
"1. That a most scandalous and unchristian dissolution and death 
of all ecclesiastical discipline, is consequent to the making all sin so 
cheap and trivial a thing; that the horrible demerits and exemplary 
punishment and remotion of scandal and satisfaction to the Church, 
are indeed reduced to trifling and mock penances. He that shall send 
a servant with a candle to attend the holy Sacrament, when it shall be 
carried to sick people, or shall go himself; or, if he can neither go nor 
send, if he say a 'Pater Noster' and an 'Ave,' he shall have a hundred 
years of true pardon. This is fair and easy. But then, 
"2. It would be considpred what is meant by so many years of 
pardon, and so many years of true pardon. I know but of one natural 
interpretation of it; and that it can mean nothing, but that some of 
the pardons are but fantastical, a.ld not true; and in this I find 
no fault, save only that it ought to have been said, that all of them 
are fantastical. 
"3. It were fit we learned how to compute four thousand and eight 
hundred years of quarantines, and a remission of a third part of all 
their sins; for so much is given to every brother and sister of this 
fraternity, upon Easter-day, and eight days after. Now if a brother 
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needs not thus many, it would be considered whether it did not 
encourage a brother or a frail sister to use all their medicine, and sin 
more freely, lest so great a gift become useless. 
"4. And this is so much the more considerable because the gift is 
vast beyond all imagination. The first four days in Lent they may 
purchase thirty-three thousand years of pardon, besides a plenary 
remission of all their sins over and above. The first week of Lent a 
hundred and three-and-thirty thousand years of pardon, besides five 
plenary remissions of all their sins, and two third parts besides, and 
the delivery of one soul out of purgatory. The second week in Lent 
a hundred and eight-and-fifty thousand years of pardon, besides the 
remission of all their sins, and a third part besides; and the delivery 
of one soul. The third week in Lent, eighty thousand years, besides 
a plenary remission, and the delivery of one soul out of purgatory. 
The fourth week in Lent, threescore thousand years of pardon, besides 
a remission of two-thirds of all their sins, and one plenary remission, 
and one soul delivered. The fifth week, seventy-nine thousand years 
of pardon, and the deliverance of two souls; only the two thousand 
seven hundred y
ars that are given for the Sunday, may be had twice 
that day, if they will visit the altar twice, and as many quarantines. 
The sixth week, two hundred and five thousand years, besid.es 
quarantines, and four plenary pardons. Only on Palm Sunday, whose 
portion is twenty-five thousand years, it may be had twice that day. 
And all this is the price of him that shall, upon these days, visit the 
altar in the Church of St. Hilary. And this runs on to the Fridays, 
and many festivals and other solemn days in the other parts of the 
year."-Jer. Taylor, vol. xi. pp. 53-56. 
[The doctrine then of pardons, spol{en of in the Article, 
is the doctrine maintained and acted on in the Roman 
Church, that ren1ission of the penalties of sin in the next 
life may be obtained by the power of the Pope, ,vith such 
abuses as n10ney payn1ents consequent thereupon 1.] 
3. Veneration and worshipping of Images and Relics. 
That the Homilies do not altogether discard reverence 
towards relics, has already been shown. No,v let us see 
what they do discard. 


""\Vhat mealleth it that Christian men, after the use of the Gentiles 
idolaters, cap and kneel before images? which, if they had any sense 


1 "The pardons then, spoken of in the Article, are large and 
reckless indulgences from the penalti
s of sin obtained on money 
payments." 1st ed. 
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and gratitude, would kneel before men, carpenters, masons, plasterers, 
founders, and goldsmiths, their makers and framers, by whose means 
they have attained this honour, which else should have been evil- 
favoured, and rude lumps of clay or plaster, pieces of timber, stone, or 
metal, without shape or fashion, and so without all estimation and 
honour, as that idol in the Pagan poet confesseth, saying, 'I was once 
a vile block, but now I am become a god,' &c. 'Vhat a fond thing is 
it for man, who hath life and reason, to bow himself to a dead and 
insensible image, the work of his own hand! Is not this stooping and 
kneeling before them, which is forbidden so earnestly by GOD'S word? 
Let such as so fall down before images of saints, know and confess 
that they exhibit that honour to dead stocks and stones, which the 
saints themselves, Peter, Paul, and Barnabas, would not to be given to 
them, being alive; which the angel of GOD forbiddeth to be given to 
him. And if they say tl1ey exhibit such honour not to the image, but 
to the saint whom it representeth, they are convicted of folly, to 
belie\'e that they please saints with that honour, which they abhor as 
a spoil of GOD'S honour."-Homily on Peril of Idolatry, p. 191. 
Again: 
"Thus far Lactantius, and much more, too long here to write, of 
calldle lighting in temples before images and idols for religion; whereby 
appeared! both the foolishness thereof, and also that in opinion and act 
we do agree altogether in our candle-religion with the Gentiles 
idolaters. "That meaneth it that they, after the example of the 
Gelltiles idolaters, burn incense, oUer up gold to images, /lang up 
crutches, chains, and ships, legs, arms, and whole men and women of 
wax, before images, as though by them, or saints (as they say) they 
wcre delivered from lameness, sickness, captivity, or shipwreck? Is 
not this' colere imagines,' to worship images, so earnestly forbidden in 
GOD'S word? If they deny it, let them read the eleventh chapter of 
Daniel the Prophet, who saith of Antichrist, 'He shall worship GOD, 
whom his fathers knew not, with gold, silver, and with precious 
stones, a.nd other things of pleasure:' in which place the Latin word 
is colet." . . . . . . "To increase this ma-dness, wicked mpn, which have 
the keeping of such images, for their great lucre and advantage, after 
the example of the Gentiles idolaters, have reported and spread 
abroad, as well by lying tales as \\ ritten fables, divers miracles of 
images: as that such an image miraculously was sent from heaven, 
even like the Palladium, or l\Iagna Diana Ephesiorum. Such another 
was as miraculously found in the earth, as the man's head was in the 
Capitol, or the horse's head in Capua. Such an image was brought by 
angels. Such an one came itself far from the East to the 'Vest, as 
Dame Fortune fled to Rome. Such an image of our Lady was 
D 
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painted by St. Luke-, whom of a physician tl1ey ha'.e made a painter 
for that purpose. Such an one an hundred yokes of oxen could not 
move, like Bona Dea, whom the ship could not carry; or Jupiter 
Olympius, which laughed the artificers to scorn, that went about to 
l'emove him to Rome. Some images, though they were hard and 
stony, yet, for tender heart and pity, wept. Some, like Castor and 
PoIIux, 11elping their friends in battle, sweat, as marble piIIars do in 
dankish weather. Some spake more monstrously than ever did 
Balaam's ass, who had life and breath in him. Such a cripple came 
and saluted this saint of oak, and by and by he was made whole; and 
10! here hangeth his crutch. Such an one in a tempest vowed to St. 
Christopher, and 'scaped; and behold, here is a ship of wax. Such 
an one, by St. Leonard's help, brake out of prison, and see where 
his fetters hang." . . . . . . "The Relics we must kiss and offer unto, 
specially on Relic Sunday. And while we offer, (that we should not 
be weary, or repent us of our cost,) the music and minstrelsy goeth 
merrily all the offertory time, with praising and calling upon those 
saints, whose relics be then in presence. Yea, and the water also, 
wherein those relics have been dipp
d, must with great reverence be 
reserved, as very holy and effectuous." . . . . . . " Because Relics were 
so gainful, few places were there but they had Relics prodded for 
them. And for more plenty of Relics, some one saint had many heads, 
one in one place, and another in another place. Some had six arms, 
and twenty-six fingers. And where our LORD bare His cross alone, 
if all the pieces of the relics thereof were gathered together, the 
greatest ship in England would scarcely bear them; and yet the 
greatest part of it, they say
 doth yet remain in the hands of the 
Infiùels; for the which they pray in their beads-bidding, that they 
may get it also into their hands, for such godly use anù purpose. 
And not only the bones of the saints, but every thing appertaining to 
them, was a holy relic. In some place they offer a sword, in some the 
scabbard, in some a shoe, in some a saddle that had been set upon 
some holy horse, in some the coals wherewith St. Laurelìce was roast
d, 
in some place the tail of the ass which our LORD JESUS CHRIST sat on, 
to be kissed and offered unto for a relic. For rather than they would 
lack a relic, they would offer you a horse bone instead of a virgin's arm, 
or the tail of the ass to be kissed and offered un to for relics. 0 
wicked, impudent, a.nd most shameless men, the devisers of these 
things! 0 silly, foolish, and dastardly daws, and more beastly than 
the ass whose tail they kissed, that believe such things 
 " . . . . . . "Of 
these things already rehearsed, it is evident that our image maintainers 
have not only made images, and set them up in temples, as did the 
Gentiles idolaters their idols; but also that they have had the same 
dolatrous opinions of tbe saints, to whom the). have made images, 
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which the Gentiles idolaters had of their false gods; Bnd have not only 
worsllipped their images with the same rites, ceremonies, superstition, 
and all circumstances, as did the Gentiles idolaters their idols, but in 
many points have also far exceeded them in all wickedness, foolish- 
ness, and madness."-Ilomilg on Peril of Idolatry, pp. 193-197. 


It will be observed that in this extract, as elsewhere in 
the Hon1ilies, it is implied that the Bishop or the Church 
of Rome is Antichrist; but this is a statenwnt bearing on 
prophetical interpretation, not on doctrine; and one be- 
sides which cannot be reasonably brought to illustrate or 
explain any of the positions of the Articles: and therefore 
it nlay be suitably passed over. 
In another place the Hon1ilies speak as follows:- 


"Our churches stand full of such great puppets, wondrously decked 
and adorned i garlands and coronets be set on their heads, precious 
pearls hanging about their necks; their fingers shine with rings, set 
with precious stones; their dead and stiff bodies are clothed with 
garments stiff with gold. You would believe that the images of our 
men-saints were some princes of Persia land with their proud apparel; 
and the idols of our women-saints were nice and well-trimmed harlots, 
tempting tlleir paramours to wantonness: whereby the saints of GOD 
are not honoured, but most dishonoured, and their godliness, sober- 
ness, chastity, contempt of riches, and of the vanity of the worlò, 
defaced and brought in doubt by such monstrous decking, most differing 
from their sober and godly lives. And because the whole pageant 
must thoroughly be played, it is not enough thus to deck idols, but at 
last come in the priests themselves, likewise decked with gold and 
pearl, that they may be meet servadts for such lords and ladies, and 
fit worshippers of such gods and goddesses. And with a solemn pace 
they pass forth before these golden puppets, and fall down to the ground 
on their marrow-bones before these honourable idols; and then rising 
up again, offer up odours and incense unto them, to gi\pc the people an 
example of double idolatry, by worshipping not only the idol, but the 
gold also, and riches, wherewith it is garnished. \Vhich thing, the 
most part. of our old l\lartyrs, rather than they would do, or once 
'meel, or offer up one crumb of incense before an image, suffered most 
cruel and terrible deaths, as the histories of them at large do decla
'e. ,. 
. . . . . . "0 books and scriptures, in the which the devilish school- 
master, Satan, hath penned the lewd lessons of wicked idolatry, for his 
dastardly disciples and scholars to behold, read, and learll, to GOD s 
most high dishonour, aud their most horrible damnation! Have we 
110t been much bound, think yon, to those which s110uld have taught 
D 2 
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us the truth out of GOD'S Book and His Holy Scripture, that they have 
shut up that Book and Scripture from us, and none of us so bold as 
once to open it, or read in it? And instead thereof, to spread us 
abroad these goodly, carved, and gilded books and painted scriptures, 
to teach us such good and godly lessons? Have not they done well, 
after they ceased to stand in pulpits themselves, and to teach the 
people committed to their instruction, keeping silence of GOD'S word t 
and become dumb dogs, (as the Prophet calleth them,) to set up in 
their stead, on every pillar and corner of the church, such goodly 
doctors, as dumb, but more wicked than themselves be? 'Ve need not 
to complain of the lack of one dumb parson, having so many dumb 
devilish vicars (I mean these idols and painted puppets) to teach ill 
their stead. Now in the mean season, whilst the dumb and dead idols 
stand thus decked and clothed, contrary to GOD'S law and command- 
ment, the poor Christian people, the lively images of GOD, commended 
to us so tenderly by our SAVIOUR CHRIST, as most dear to Him, stand 
naked, shivering for cold, and their teeth c11attering in their heads, 
and no man covereth them, are pined with hunger and thirst, and no 
man giveth them a penny to refresh them; whereas pounds be ready 
at all times (contrary to GOD'S word and will) to deck and trim dead 
stocks and stones, which neither feel cold, hunger, nor thirst."- 
Homily on Peril of Idolatry, pp. 219-222. 


Again, with a covert allusion to the abuses of the day, 
the Hon1i1ist says elsewhere, of Scripture, 


" There shall you read of Baal, l\1010ch, Chamos, l\feIchom, Baalpeor, 
Astaroth, Bel, the Dragon, Priapus, the brazen Serpent, the tweh.e 
Signs, and many others, unto whose images the people, with great 
devotion, invented pilgrimages, precious decking, and censing them, 
kneeling down, and offering to them, thinking that an high merit before 
GOD, and to be esteemed above the precepts and commandments of 
GOD."-Homilyon Good JVorks, p. 42. 


Again, soon after: 
" 'Vhat man, having any judgment or learning, joined with a true 
zeal unto GOD, doth not see and lament to have entered into CHHIST'S 
religion, such false doctrine, superstition, idolatry, hypocrisy, and 
other enormities and abuses, so as by little and little, through the sour 
leaven thereof, the sweet bread of GOD'S holy word hath been much 
hindered and laid apart? Never had the Jews, in their most blindness, 
so many pilgrimages unto images, nor used so much kneeling, kissi'1lg, 
and censing of them, as hath been used in our time. Sects and feigned 
religions were neither the fortieth part so many among the Jews, nor 
more superstitiously and ungodly abused, than of late years they have 
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been among us: which sects and religions had so many hypocritical 
and feigned works in their state of t"eligion, as they arrogantly named 
it, that their lamps, as they said, ran always over, able to satisfy not 
ouly for their own sins, but also for all other their benefactors, 
brothers, and sisters of religion, as most ungodly and craftily they had 
persuaded the multitude of ignorant people; keeping in divers places, 
as it were, marts or markets of merits, being full of their holy relics, 
images, shrines, and works of overflowing abundance, ready to be sold; 
and all things which they had were called holy-holy cowls, holy 
girdles, holy pardons, holy beads, holy shoes, holy rules, and all full 
of holiness. And what thing can be more foolish, more superstitions, 
or ungodly, than that men, women, and children, should wear a friar's 
coat to deliver them from agues or pestilence; or when they die, or 
when they be buried, cause it to be cast upon them, in hope thereby to 
be saved? \Vhich superstition, although (thanks be to GOD) it hath 
been little used in this realm, yet in divers other realms it hath been, 
and yet is, used among many, both learned and unlearned."-Homily 
on Good lVorks, pp. 45, 46. 
[Once 1l10re :- 
"True religion then, and pleasing of GOD, standeth not in making, 
setting up, painting, gilding, clothing, and decking of dumb and dead 
images (which be but great puppets and babies for old fools in dotage, 
and wicked idolatry, to dally and play with), nor in kissing of them, 
capping, kneeling, offering to them, incensing of them, setting up of 
candles, hanging up of legs, arms, or whole bodies of wax before 
them, or praying or asking of them, or of saints, things belonging only 
to GOD to give. But all these things be vain and abominable, and 
most damnable before GOD. "-Homily on Peril of Idolatry, p. 223.] 
Now the veneration and worship condenlned in these and 
other passages are such as these: kneeling before iIllages, 
lighting candles to then}, offering then1 incense, going on 
pilgrilnage to thenl
 hanging up crutches, &c. before thenl, 
lying tales about them, belief in nIiracles as if wrought Ly 
them thro
gh illusion of the devil, decking them up iln- 
Illodestly, and providing incentives by thenl to bad passions; 
and, in like nIanner, nIerry nlusie and minstrelsy
 and li- \ 
ccntious practices in honour of relics, counterfeit relics, 
lllultiplication of theIn, absurd pretences about theln. This 
is what the Article means by "the Ron}ish doctrine," 
which, in agreement to one of the above extracts, it calls 
"a fond thing," res Jutilis; for who can ever hope, except 
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the grossest and 1110st blinded Ininds, to be gaining the 
favour of the blessed saints, while they come with unchaste 
thoughts and eyes, that cannot cease from sin 
 and to be 
profited by "pilgrinlage-going;" in which "Lady Venus 
and her son Cupid were rather worshipped wantonly in the 
flesh, than GOD the FATHER, anù our SAVIOUR CHRIST Ills 
SON, truly worshipped in the SPIRIT ?" 
Here again it is remarkable that, urged by the truth of 
the allegation, the Council of Trent is obliged, both to 
confess the above-mentioned enornlities in the veneration 
of relics and ilnages, and to forbid then1. 


Ie Into these holy and salutary observances should any abuses creep, 
of these the Holy Council strongly [vehementer] desires the utter 
extinction; so that no images of a false doctrine, and supplying to the 
uninstructed opportunity of perilous error, should be set up. . . . . 
All superstition also in inyocation of saints, veneration of relics, and 
sacred nse of images, be put a way; allfiltlty lucre be cast out of doors; 
anrl all fvantOl1ness be avoided; so t!tat images be not painted or adorned 
tl'itll an immodest beauty; or the celebration of Saints and attendance 
OIl Relics be abused to 'revelries and drunkenness; as though festival 
days were kept in honour of saints by luxury and lasciviousness. "- 
Bess. 25. 


[On the whole, then, by the Romish doctrine of the 
veneration and worshipping of images and relics, the Article 
Ineans all maintenance of those idolatrous honours which 
have been and are paid them so cOlnll1only t.hroughout the 
Church of Rome, with the superstitions, profanities, and 
iUIPurities consequent thereupon.] 
4. Invocation of Saints. 
By" invocation" here is not meant the mere circulll- 
stance of addressing beings out of sight, because we use 
the Psalms in our daily service, which are frequent in in- 
vocations of Angels to praise and bless GOD. In the 
13enedicite too we address "the spirits and souls of the 
--- 
. I ' 
l'Ig Iteous. 
N or is it a "fond " invocation to pray that unseen beings 
Inay bless us; [for this Bishop !(en does in his Evening 
Ilyn1n :- 
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o may my Guardian, while I sleep, 
Close to my bed his vigils keep, 
His love angelical instil, 
Stop all tbe a venues of ill, &c.] I 
On the other hand, judging froln the example set us in 
the Honlilies thenlselves, invocations are not censurable, 
and certainly not "fond," if we mean nothing definite by 
then1, addressing them to beings which we kn01.o cannot 
hear, and using them as interjections. The Hon1ilist seems 
to avail hilnself of this proviso in a passage, which will serve 
to begin our extracts in illustration of the s'ltperstitious use 
of invocations. 


" 'Ve have left Him neither heaven, nor earth, nor water, nor 
country, nor city, peace nor war to rule and govern, neither men, nor 
beasts, nor their diseases to cure; that a godly man might justly, for 
zealous indignation, cry out, 0 '"eaven, 0 earth, and seas 2, what 
madness aud wickedness against GOD are men fallen into! 'Vhat 
dish on our do the creatures to their CREATOR and :\fAKER! And if we 
remember GOD sometimes, yet, because we doubt of His ability or will 
to help, we join to Him another helper, as if He were a noun 
adjective, using these sayings: such as learn, GOD and St. Nicholas be 
my speed: such as neese, GOD help and St. J olm: to the horse, GOD 
and St. Loy save thee. Thus are we become like horses aud mules, 
which have no understanding. For is there not one GOD only, who by 
His power and wisdom made all things, and by His providence 
governeth the same, and by His goodness maintainetb and saveth 
them'! Be not all things of Him, by Him, and through Him? \Vhy 
dost thou turn from tile CREATOR to tile creatures? This is the 
manner of the Gentiles idolaters: but thou art a Christian, and there- 
{ore by CHRIST alone hast access to GOD the FATHIiR, and help of Him 
only."-Homil!J on Peril oj Idolatr!J, p. 189. 
Again, just before: 
"Terentius V arro sheweth, that there were three hundred J upiters 
in his time: there were no fewer Veneres and Dianæ: we had no 
fewer Christophers, Ladies, and 1\lary 1\lagdalens, and other saints. 
<Enomaus and Hesiodus shew, that in their time there were thirty 
thousand gods. J think we had no fewer saints, to whom we gave the 
honour due to GOD. And they have not only spoiled the true living 


1 [A passage here occurred in 1st edition upon Rev. 1. 4, in which the 
author still thinks that" the seven spirits" aloe seven created angels.] 
2 0 cælum, 0 terra, 0 maria N"eptuni. Terent. Addp/z. v. 3. 
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GOD of His due honour in temples, cities, countries and la
ds, by such 
devices and in\'entions as the Gentiles idolaters have done before 
them' but the sea and waters have as well special saints with them, 
as they had gods with the Gentiles, Neptune, Triton, Nereus, Castor 
and Pollux, Venus, and such other: in whose places be come St. 
Christopher, St. Clement, and divers other, and specially our Lady, to 
whom shipmen sing, 'Ave, maris stella: Neither hath the fire 
escaped their idolatrous inventions. For, instead of Vulcan and 
Vesta, the Gentiles' gods of the fire, our men have placed St. Agatha, 
and make litters on her day for to quench fire with. Every artificer 
and profession hath his special saint, as a peculiar god. As for 
example, scholars have St. Nicholas and St. Gregory: painters, St. 
Luke; neither lack soldiers their Mars, nor lovers their Venus, 
amongst Christians. All diseases have their sppcial saints, as gods 
the curers of them; . . . . . . the falling-evil St. Cornelio, the tooth-ache 
St. A pollin, &c. Neither do beasts nor cattle lack their gods with us; 
for St. Loy is the horse-leech, and St. Anthony the swineherd."- 
Ibid., p. 188. 


The same subject is introduced in connexion with a lan1ent 
over the falling off of attendance on religious worship con- 
sequent upon the Reformation: 


"GOD's vengeance hath been and is daily provoked, because much 
wicked people pass nothíng to resort to the Church, either for that 
they are so sore blinded, that they understand nothing of GOD and 
godliness, and care not with devilish example to offend their neigh- 
bours; or else for that they see the Church altogether scoured of such 
gay gozing sights, as their gross fantasy was greatly delighted with, 
because they see the false religion abandoned, and the true restored, 
which seemeth an unsavoury thing to their unsavoury taste; as may 
appear by this, that a woman said to her neighbour, 'Alas, gossip, 
what shall we now do at church, since all the saints are taken away, 
since all the goodly sights we were wont to have are gone, since we 
cannot hear the like piping, singing, chanting, and playing upon tlte 
(Jrgans, that we could before?' But, dearly beloved, we ought greatly 
to rejoice, and give GOD thanks,. that our churches are delivered of all 
those things which displeased GOD so sore, and .filtllily defiled His 
house and His place of prayer, for the which He hath justly destroyed 
many nations, according to the saying of St. Paul: 'If any man 
defile the temple of GOD, GOD will him destroy.' And this ought we 
greatly to praise GOD for, that superstitious and idolatrous manners as 
were utterly naught, and defaced GOD'S glory, are utterly abolished, 
as they most justly deserved: and yet those things that either GOD 
was honoured with. or His people edified, are decentl). retained, and iu 
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our churches comely practised."-On the Place and Time of Prayer, 
pp. 293, 294. 
Again: 
"There are certain conditions most requisite to be found in every 
such a one that must be called upon, which if they be not found in 
Him unto whom we pray, then cloth our prayer avail us nothing, but is 
altogether in vain. 
"The first is this, that He, to whom we make our prayers, 
e 
to help us. The second is, that He will helE us. The third is, that 
He be such a one as may hear our prayers. The fourth is, that He 
understa n
 better than ourselves what we lack, aud how far we ha,.e 
need of help. If these things be to be found in any other, saving 
ouly GOD, then may we lawfully call upon some other besides GOD. 
But what man is so gross, but he well understandeth that these 
things are only proper to Him, who is omnipotent, and knowEth all 
things, even the very secrets of the heart; that is to say, only and to 
GOD alone? 'Vhereof it followeth that we must call neither upon 
angel, nor yet upon saint, but only and solely upon GOD, as St. Paul 
cloth write: 'How shall men call upon Him, in whom they ha"e not 
belie,.ed?' So that ilZt'ocation or prayer may not be made without 
faith in Him on whom they call; but that we must first believe in Him 
before we can make our prayer unto Him, whereupon we must only 
and solely pray unto GOD. For to say that we should believe in either 
angel or saint, or in any other lidng creature, were most /wrrible 
blaspllemyagainst GOD and His holy word; neither ought this fancy to 
enter into the heart of any Christian man, because we are expressly 
taught in the word of the LORD only to repose our faith in the blessed 
TRINITY, in whose only name we are also baptized, according to the 
express commandment of our SAVIOUR JESUS CHRIST, in the last of St. 
l\Iatthew. 
" But that the truth thereof may better appear, even to them that be 
most simple and unlearned, let us consider what prayer is. St. 
Augustine calleth it a lifting up of the mind to GOD; that is to say, 
an humble and lowly pouring úut of the heart to GOD. 18idorus saith, 
that it is an affection of the heart, and not a labour of the lips. So 
that, by these plans, true prayer doth consist not so mllch in the 
outward sound and voice of wo
iL;, as in the in ward groaning and 

rying of the heart to GOD. 
" Now, then, is there any angel, any virgin, any patriarch, or 
prophet, among the dead, that can understand or know the meaning 
of the heart? The Scripture saith, 'it is GOD that searcheth the 
heart aud reins, and that He only knoweth the hearts of the children 
of men.' As for the saints, they have so little knowledge of the 
8ecrcts of the heart, that many of the ancient fathers greatly doubt 


- 
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whether they know any tlJing at all, that is commonly done on earth. 
And albeit some think they do, yet St. Augustine, a doctor of great 
authority, and also antiquity, hath this opinion of them; that they 
know no more what we do on earth. than we know what they do ill 
heaven. For proof whereof, he allegeth the wOl'ds of Isaiah the 
prophet, where it is said, 'Abraham is ignorant of us, and Israel 
knoweth us not.' His mind therefore is this, not that we should put 
any religion in worsltipping them, or praying unto them; but that we 
should honour them by followillg their virtuous and godly life. For, 
as he witnesseth in another place, the martyrs, and holy men in time 
past, were wont, after their death, to be remembered and named of the 
priest at divine service; but never to be invocated or called upon. 
And why so? Because the priest, saith he, is GOD'S priest, and not 
theirs: whereby he is bound to call upon GOD, and not upon them. 
. . . . . . 0 but I dare not (will some man say) trouble GOD at all times 
with my prayers: we see that in kings' houses, and courts of princes, 
men cannot be admitted, unless they first use the help and means of 
some special nobleman, to come to the speech of the king, and to 
obtain the thing that they would have. 
"CHRIST, sitting in heaven, hath an e,'erlasting priesthood, and 
always prayeth to His FATHER for them that be penitent, obtaining, 
by virtue of His wounds, which are evermore in the sight of GOD, not 
only perfect remission of our sins, but also all other necessaries that 
we lack in this worId; so that this Holy l\Iediator is sufficient in 
heaven, and needeth no others to help Him. 
"Invocation is a thing p,'oper unto GOD, which if we attribute nnto 
the saints, it soundeth unto their reproach, neither can they well bear 
it at our hands. \Vhen Paul healed a certain lame man, which was 
impotent in his feet, at Lystra, the people would have done sac7'
fi('e 
unto him and Barnabas; who, rending their clothes, refused it, and 
exhorted them to worship the true GOD. Likewise ill the Revelation, 
when St. John fell before tlte angel's feet to worship him, the angel 
would not permit him to do it, but commanded him that he should 
worship GOD. 'Vhich examples declare unto us, that the saints and 
angels in heaven will not have us to do any honour unto them tlwi i, 
due and pruper unto GOD."-Homily on Prayer, pp. 272-2ï7. 
'Vhereas, then, it has alreadJ been shown that not aU 
invocation is \Vrong, this last passage plainly tells us 1-Ckat 
kind of invocation is not allowable, or what is Iueant by 
invocation in its exceptionable sense: viz. "a thing proper 
to GOD," as being part of the "honour that is due and 
proper unto GOD." And two instancps are specially given of 

uch calling and invocating, viz., sacrificing, andfalling dO f W1'i 
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in worship. nesides this, the H olnilist adds, that it is 
wrong to pray to thenl for" necessaries in this world," and 
to accompany their services with "piping, singing, chanting, 
and playing" on the organ, and of invoking saints as patrons 
of particular elenlents, countries, arts, or remedies. 
Here again, as before, the Article gains a witness and 
concurrence from the Council of Trent. " Though," say 
the divines there assembled, "" the Church has been accus- 
tonled sOllletilnes to celebrate a few nlasses to the honour 
and ren1embrance of saints, )'et she doth not teach that sa- 
crifice is offered to tltem, but to GOD alone, who crown
d 
then}; wherefore neither is the priest wont to say, I offer 
sacrifice to tltee, 0 Peter, or 0 Paul, but to GOD." (Sess. 22.) 
Or, to know what is meant by fond invocations, we Inay 
refer to the following passage of Bishop Andrews'ls Answer 
to Cardinal I)erron:- 
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"This one point is needful to be observed througlwut all the 
Card.inal's answer, that he hath framed to himself five distinctions:- 
(1.) Prayer direct, and prayer oblique, or indirect. (2.) Prayer 
absolute, and prayer relative. (3.) Prayer sovereign, and prayer 
subaltern. (4.) Prayer .final, and prayer transitory. (5.) Prayer 
sacr
ficial, and prayer out oj, or from the sacrifice. Prayer tlirec4 
absolute, final, sovereign, sacr
ficial, that must not be made to the 
saints, but to GOD only: but as for 'Pra.lJer oblique, relative, transitory, 
subaltern, from, or out of the sacrifice, that (saith he) we may make to 
the saints. 
" For all the world, like the question in Scotland, which was made 
some fifty years since, whether the Pater noster might not be said to 
saints. For then they in like sort devised the distinction of-( 1.) 
Ultimate, et non ultimate. (2.) Principaliter, et minus principaliter. 
(3.) Primarie et secundarie: Capiendo stricte et capielltlo large. And 
as for ultimate, principaliter, primarie et capiemlo stricte, they conclude 
it must go to God: but non ultimate, minus principaliter, secundarie, et 
capiendo large, it might be allowed .mints. 
"y 
t it is sure, that in these distinctions is the whole substance of 
his answer. And whensoever he is pressed, he flees str[Jig
1t to his 
l Jra yer relative and prayer transitory; as if prier pOUT prter were all 
the Church of Rome did hold; and that they made no prayers to tl1e 
saints, but only to pray for them. The Bishop well remembers, that 
l\laster Casaubon more than once told him that reasoning with the 
Cardinal, touching thc invocation of saints, the Cardinal freely 
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confessed to him that he had never prayed to saint in all/lis life, sav(! 
only wilen Ile Ilappened to follow tlze procession; and that then he sung 
Ora pro nobis with the clerks indeed, but else not. 
"\Vhich cometh much to this opinion he now seemeth to defend: 
hut wherein others of the Church uf Rome will surely give him over, 
so that it is to be feared that the Cardinal will be shent for this, and 
some censure come out against him by the Sorbonne. For the world 
cannot belie,'e that oblique relative prayer is all that is sought; seeing' 
it is most evident, by their breviaries, hours, and rosaries, that they 
pray directly, absolutely, u1ld.finally to saints, and make no mention at 
all of prier pour prier, to pray to GOD to forgive them; but to the 
saint8, to give it themselves. So that all he saith comes to nothing. 
They say to the blessed Virgin, 'Sancta l\Iaria,' not only' Ora pro 
nobis:' but 'Succurre. miseris, juva pusillanimes, refove flebilEs, 
accipe quod offerimus, dona quod rogamus, excusa quod timemus,' 
&c. &c. . . . . 
"All which, and many more, shew plainly that the practice of the 
Church of Rome, in this point of ÏIwocation of saints, is far otherwise 
than Cardinal Perron would bear the world in hand; and that prier 
pO'ltr prier is not an, but that' Tu dona cælum, Tu laxa, Tu sana, Tu 
solve crimina, Tu duc, condnc, induc, perdue ad gloriam; Tu serva, 
Tu fer opem, Tn aufer, Tn confer vitam,' are said to them (totidem 
verbis): more than w/Ûclt cannot be said to GOD Himself. And again, 
'Hie nos sol vat à peccatis, Hie nostros tergat reatus, Hie arma 
conferat, Hie hostem fuget, Hic gubernet, Hic aptet tuo conspectui ;' 
which if they be not direct and absolute, it would be asked of them, 
what is absolute or dirt'ct? "-Bis/wp Andrews's Answer to Chapter XX. 
of Cardinal Perron's Reply, pp. 57-62. 


ßel1arn1ine's adnlissions quite Lear out the principles laiù 
down by Bishop Andrews and the Hon1Ílist:- 


" It is not lawful," he says, "to ask of the saints to grant to us, as 
if they were the aut/tors of divine benefits, glory or gr(lce, or the other 
means of blessedness. . . . . . . This is proved, first, from Scripture, 
'The LORD will give grace and glory.' (Psal. lxxxiv.) Secondly, 
from the usage of the Church; for in the mass-prayers, and the saints' 
offices, we never ask any thing else, but that at their prayers, benefits 
may be granted to us by GOD. Thirdly, from reason: for what we 
need surpasses tILe 'Powers of tile creature, and therefore even of saints; 
therefore we ought to ask nothing of saints beyond their impetrating 
from GOD what is profitable for us. Fourthly, from Augustine anù 
Theodoret, who expressly teach that saints are not to be invoked as 
gods, hut as able to gain from GOD what they wish. However, it must 
he observed, when we say, that nothing should be asked of saints but 
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their prayers for us, the question is not about the words, but the sense 
of the words. For, as far as words go, it is lawful to say: 'St. Peter, 
pity me, save me, open for me the gate of heaven;' also, 'give me 
health of body, patience, fortitude,' &c., pro\rided that we mean' save 
and pity me by praying for me j' 'grant me this or that hy thy prayers 
and merits.' li'or so speaks Gregory Nazianzen, and many others of 
the ancients, &c."-De Sanet. Beat. i. 17. 


[By the doctrine of the invocation of saints then, the 
Article means all rnaintenance of addresses to then1 which I 
intrench upon the inconlmunicable honour due to GOD 
alone, such as have been, and are in the Church of Ronle, 
and such as, equally \vith the peculiar doctrine of purgatory, 
pardons, and \vorshipping and adoration of inlages and 
relics, as actually taught in that Church, are unknown to the 
Catholic Church.] 



 7.-The Sacraments. 
Art. xxv.-" Those five, cOlnnlonIy caned Sacraments, 
that is to say, Confirnlation, Penance, Orders, l\latrilnony, 
and Extreme Unction, are not to be counted for Sacra- 
ments of the Gospel, being such as have grown, partly of 
the corrupt following (pravâ imitatione) of the Apostles, 
partly from states of life allowed in the Sc
'iptures; but 
yet have not like nature of sacralnents, (sacranlentorum 
eandenl rationem,) with Baptism and the LORD.S Supper, 
for that they have not any visible sign or cerelllonyordained 
of GOD." 


This Article does not deny the five rites in question to 
be sacraillents, but to be sacran1ents in the sense in which ) 
Baptism and the Lord's Supper are sacran1ents; "sacra- 
Inents of the Gospel," sacran1ents with an outward Sigl
 
ordained of God. 
They are not sacraments in any sense, 'unless the Church 
has the power of dispensing grace through rites of its own 
appointing, or is endued with the gift of blessing and 
hallowing the "rites or ceremonies" which, according to 
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the Twentieth Article, it "hath power to decrt
... nut we 
may well believe that the Church has th.is gift. 
If, then, a sacraInent be merely an outward sign of an 
invisible grace given under it, the five rites nlay be sacra- 
Inents; but if it n1ust be an outward sign ordained by GOD 
or CHRIST, then only Baptism and the LORD'I S Supper are 
bacraUlents. 
Our Church acknowledges both definitions;-in the Article 
before us, the stricter; and again in the Catechism, where a 
sacraInent is defined to he "an outward visible sign of an 
inward spiritual grace, given unto us, ordained by CHRIST 
Himseif.'1' And this, it should be relnarked, is a characteristic 
of our forn1ularies in various places, not to deny the trutt" 
or obligation of certain doctrines or ordinances, but sinlply 
to deny, (what no ROIuan opponent no,v can successfu]]y 
luaintain,) that CHRIST for certain directly ordained them. 
For instance, in regard to the visible Church it is sufficient 
that the ministration of the sacralnents should be " according 
to CHRIST'IS ordfinance." Art. xix.-And it is added, "in 
all those things that of necessity are requisite to the saIne.'" 
The question entertained is
" what is the leaßt that GOD 
requires of us." Again," the baptisln of young children 
is to be retained, as nlost agreeable to tlte instit'lttion oJ 
CHRIST." Art. xxvii.-Again, "the sacralnent of the Lord'ls 
Supper \vas not by CHRIST'I S ordinance reserved, carried 
about, lifted up, or worshipped." Art. xxviii.- \Vho will 
nlaintain the paradox that what the Apostles" set in order 
when they came" had been already done by CHRIST? Aga.in, 
"both parts of the LORD "s sacrament, h!l CHRIST'IS ordinance 
and conunandment, ought to be administered to all Christian 
men alike."I' Art. xxx.-Again, "bishops, priests, and 
deacons, are not cornmanded by G-oD'I S law either to vow the 
est.ate of single life or t.o abstain from 111arriage."I'I Art. 
xxxii.-[In making t.his distinction, however, it is not here 
insinuated, though the question is not ente.red on in these 
particular Articles, that everyone of these points, of which 
it is only said that they are not ordained by CHRIST, is 
justifiable on grounds short of His appointillent.] 
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On the other hand, our Church takes the wider sense 
of the n1eaning of the word SaCl'alnent in the IIolllilies; 
observing- 
"In the second Book against the Adversary of the Law and the 
Prophets, he [St. Augustine) calleth sacraments holy .-iÏglls. And 
writing to Bonifacius of the baptism of infants, he saith, ' If sacraments 
had not a certain similitude of those things whereof they be sacraments, 
they should be 110 sacraments at all. And of this similitude they do 
for the most part receive the names of the selt:'same things they 
signify.' By these words of St. Augustine it appeareth, that he 
allowcth the common description of a saCl ament, which is, that it is (f, 
visible si!Jn of an invisible grace; that is to say, that setteth out to the 
eyes and other outward senses the inward working of God's free 
mercy, and doth, as it were, seal in our hearts the promises of God."- 
Homily on Common Prayer and Sacraments, pp. 296, 29ï. 


Accordingly, starting with this definition of St. Augus- 
tine'ls, the writer is necessarily carried on as follows:- 


" Yon shall hear lww many sacraments there be, that were instituted 
by our SAVIOUR CHRIST, and are to be continued, and received of 
every Christian in due time and order, and for such purpose as our 
SAVIOUR CHRIST willed them to be recei\"ed. And as for the number 
oÎ them, if they should be considered according to the exact signifi- 
cation of a sacrament, namely, for visible signs expressly commanded 
in the New Testament, whereunto is annexed the promise of free 
forgÎ\'eness of our sins, and of our holiness and joining in CHRIST, 
there be but two; namely, Baptism, and the Supper of the Lord. For 
although absolution hath the promise of forgiveness of sin; )"et by the 
express word of the New Testament, it hath not this promise annexed 
and tied tfl dIe visible sign, which is imposition of hands. For this 
visible 
ign (I mean laying on of hands) is not expressllJ commanded 
in the New Testament to be used in absolution, as the visible signs in 
Baptism and the LORD'S Supper are: and therefore Ð hsolution is no 
such sacrament as Baptism and the Communion 
re. And though the 
ordering of ministers hath this visible sign and promise; yet it lacks 
the promise of remission of sin, a
 all other sacraments besides the 
two abo\'e named do. Therefore neither it, nor any other sacrament 
else, be sllch sacraments as Baptism and the Communion are. I3ut in 
a general acception, the name of a sacrament may be attributed to any 
thing, whereby an holy thing is signified. In which understanding of 
the word, the ancient writers have given this name, not only to the 
other fin', commonly of late years taken anù used for supplying the 
number of the sevcn sacraments; hut also to ùivers and 
mlldry other 


" 
1 
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ceremonies, as to oil, washing of feet, and such like; not meanin
 
thereby to repute them as sacraments, in tlte serne signification that the 
two forenamed sacraments are. And therefore St. Augustine, weighing- 
the true signification and exact meaning of the word, writiug h) 
Januarius, and also in the third Book of Christian Doctrine, affinneth, 
that the sacraments of the Christians, as they are most excellent in 
signification, so are they most few in number, and in both places 
maketh mention expressly of two, the sacrament of Baptism, and the 
Supper of the LORD. And although there are retained by order of the 
Church of England, besides these two, certain other rites and 
ceremonies, about the institution of ministers in the Church, l\fatrimony, 
Confirmation of Children, by examining them of their knowledge in 
the Articles of the Faith, and joining thereto the prayers of the 
Church for them, and likewise for the Visitation of the Sick; yet no 
man ought to take these for sacraments, in sucll signification and 
meaning as the sacraments of Baptism and the LORD'S Supper al'e: 
but either for godly states of life, necessary in Christ's Church, and 
therefore worthy to be set fOïth by public action and solemnity, by 
the ministry of the Church, or else judged to be such ordinances as 
may make for the instruction, comfort, and edification of CHRIST'S 
Church."-Homilyon Common Prager and Sacraments, pp. 298-300. 


Another definition of the word sacrament, ,vhich equally 
succeeds in lilniting it to the two principal rites of the 
Christian Church, is also contained in the Catechisll1, as 
,veIl as alluded to in t.he above passage :-" Two only, as 
generally necessary to salvation, Baptism and the Supper of 
the LORD." On this subject the following remark has been 
made :- 
"The Roman Catholic considers that there are seven 
[ sacraments]; we do not strictly detern1ine the nun1ber. 
\Ve define the \vord generally to be an 'outward sign of an 
inward grace,' without saying to how many ordinances this 
applies. However, \vhat we do determine is, that CHRIST 
has ordained two special sacran1ents, as generally necessary 
to salvation. This, then, is the characteristic nlark of those 
two, separating thelTI from all other whatever; and this is 
nothing else but saying in other ,vords that they are the 
only justifying rites, or instruments of comn1unicating the 
Atonement, which is the one thing necessary to us. Ordi- 

 
nation, for instance, gives power, yet without making the 
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soul 
 eptable to Go d; Confirmation g Ives ligl
 and 

 tru lgtk, y
t is the nlere co mp leti on of Baptism; and Ahs..o- 
lution Jnay b e vie
 e d as a ne ga tiv e ordinanc
 r
moving th e 
- barrie ;:- which sin has raiscd bctw us and that grace, 

\"hich b):-inherit
c; i
rs. But the two sacraments -, of 
the Gospel,' as they 11lay be enlphatically styled, are the 
instruIllcnts of inward life, according to our LORD'S de- 
claration, that Baptis1l1 is a new birth, and that in the 
Eucharist we eat the living bread.'") 



 8.- Transubstantiation. 


Article xxviii.-" Transubstantiation, or the change of 
the substance of bread and wine" in the Supper of the Lord, 
cannot be proved by IIoly \Vrit; but is repugnant to the 
plain words of Scripture, overthroweth the nature of a sacra- 
ment, and hath given occasion to Jnan)" superstitions." 


'Vhat is here opposed as "Transubstantiation," is the 
shocking doctrine that "the body of CHRIST,"" as the Article 
goes on to express it, is not" given, taken, and eaten, after 
an heavenly and spiritual manner, but is carnally pressed 
with the teeth ;" that It is a body or substance of a certain 
extension and bulk in space, and a certain figure and due 
disposition of parts, whereas we hold that the only substance 
ßuch, is the bread which we see. 
This is plain fronl Article xxix., which quotes St. Au- 
gustine as speaking of the wicked as "carndlly and visibly 
pressing with their teeth the sacrament of the body and 
blood of CHRIST," not the l"t:al substance, a statement 
which even the nreviary introduces into the service for 
Corpus Christi day. 
This is plain also fron1 the words of the Homily:- 
"Saith Cyprian, , \Vhen we do these things, we need not 
whet OU1' teetk, but with sincere faith we break and divide 
that holy bread. I t is wdl known that the meat \,,"c seck in 
E 
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this supper is spiritual food, the nourishment of the soul, a 
heavenly refection, and not earthly; an invisible meat, and 
not a bodily; a ghostly substance, and not carnal.' " 
Some extracts may be quoted to the sanle effect from 
Bishop Taylor. Speaking of what has been believed in the 
Church of Rome, he says :- 
"Sometimes CHRIST hath appeared in His own shape, and blood 
and flesh hath been pulled out of the mouths of the communicants: 
and Plegilus, the priest, saw an angel, showing CHRIST to him in form 
of a child upon the altar, whom first he took in his arms and kissed, 
but did eat him up presently in his other shape, in the shape of a 
wafer. 'Speciosa certè pax nebulonis, ut qui oris præbuera.t basium, 
delltium inferret exitium,' said Berengarius: 'It was but a Judas' 
kiss to kiss with the lip, and bite with the teeth: "-Bp. Taylor, 
vol. x. p. 12. 
Again :- 
" Yet if this and the other miracles pretended, bad not been illusions 
or directly fabulous, it had made very much against the present 
doctrine of the Roman Church; for they represent the body in such 
measure, as by their explications it is not, and it cannot be: they 
represent it broken, a finger, or a piece of flesh, or bloody, or 
bleeding, or in the form of an infant; and then, when it is in the 
species of bread: for if, as they say, CHRIST'S body is present no 
longer than the form of bread remained, how can it be CHRIST'S body 
in the miracle, when the species being gone, it is no longer a sacra- 
ment? But the dull inventors of miracles in those ages considered 
nothing of this; the article itself was then gross and rude, and so were 
the instruments of probation. I noted this, not only to show at what 
door so incredible a persuasion entered, but that the zeal of prevailing 
in it hath so blinded the refiners of it in this age, that they still 
urge those miracles for proof, when, if they do any thing at aU, 
they reprove the present doctrine. "-Bp. Taylor's Works, vol. ix. 
p. ccccxi. 


Again: the change which is denied in the Article is ac- 
curately specified in another passage of the sanle author :- 
"I will not insist upon the unworthy questions which this carnal 
doctrine introduces . . . neither will I make scrutiny concerning 
CHRIST'S bones, hair, and nails; nor suppose the Roman priests to be 
such lCapxapÓòovn!;, and to have such' saws in tIleir mouths:' these 
are appendages of thcir persuasion, but to be abominated by an 
Christian aud modest penmlls, who use to eat not the bodieø bUL the 
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flesh of beasts, and not to devour, but to worship the body of Christ in 
the exaltation, and now in union with His divinity."-On tIle Real 
Presence, 11. 


And again:- 
"They that deny the spiritual sense, and affirm the natural, are to 
remember that CHRIST reproved all senses of these words that were 
not spiritual. And by the way let me observe, that the expressions of 
some chief men among the Romanists are so rude and crass, that it 
fl,ill be impos.<;ible to excuse tltem from the flllderstandin,q the words in the 
sellse of the men of Caperllaulll; for, as they understood CHRIST to 
mean I lis' true flesh natural and proper,' so do they: as they thought 
CHRIST intended they should tear llim with their teeth and suck His 
blood, for which they were offended; so do these men not only think 
so, but say so, and are not offended. So said Alanus, 'Apertissime 
loquimur, corpus Christi vere a nobis contrectari, manducari, circum- 
gestari, dentiblls ieri (ground by the feetll] , sensibiliter sacrificari 
[sensibly sacrificed], non minus quam ante consecrationem panis,' [not 
less than the bread before consecration] . . . I thought that the Ro- 
manists had been glad to separate their own opinion from the carnal 
conceit of the men of Capernaum and the offended disciples . . . . 

Hlt I find that Bellarmine owns it, even in them, in their rude 
circumstances, for he affirms that 'CHRIST corrected them not for 
supposing so, but reproved them for ?lot believing it to be so.' And 
iuùeed himself says as much: 'The body of CHRIST is truly and 
properly manducated or chewed with the bread in the Eucharist;' and 
to take off the foulness of the expression, by avoiding a worse, he is 
pleased to speak nonsense: 'A thing may be manducated or chewed, 
though it be not attrite or broken.' . . . But Bellarmine adds, that if 
)'oU will not allow him to say so, then he grants it in plain terms, that 
CHRIST'S body is chewed, is attri.te, or broken witlt tlte teeth, and that 
not tropically, but properly. . . . How? under the species of bread, 
and invisibly."-Ibid. 3. 
Take again the statement of Ussher:- 
" Paschasius Radbertus J who was one of the Í1rst setters forward of 
this doctrine ill the "
est) spendeth a large chapter upon this point, 
wherein he tel1eth us, that CHRIST in the sacrament did show himself 
, oftentimes in a visible shape, either in the form of a lamb, or in the 

olour of flesh and blood; so that while the host was a breaking or an 
offering, a lamb in the priest's hands, and blood in the chalice should 
be seen as it were flowing from the sacrifice, that what lay hid in a 
mystery might to them that yet doubted be made manifest in a 
miracle.' . . . . The first [tale] was . . . . of a Roman matron, who 
fouud a piece of the sacramental bread turned into the fashion of a 
E 2 
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finger, all bloody; which afterwards, upon the prayers of St. Gregory, 
was converted to its former shape again. The other two were first 
coined by the Grecian liars. . . . . The former of these is not only 
related there, but also in the legend of Simeon l\1etaphrastes (which is 
such another author among the Grecians as Jacobus de V oragine was 
among the Latins) in the life of Arsenius, . . . . how that a little 
child was seen upon tlle altar, and an angel cutting him into small 
pieces with a knife, and receiving his blood into the chalice, as long 
as the priest was breaking the bread into little parts. The latter is of 
a certain Jew, receiving the sacrament at St. Basil's hands, converted 
visibly into true flesh and blood."-Usslter's Answer to a Jesuit, pp. 
62-64. 


Or the following :- 


" \Vhen St. Odo was celebrating the mass in the presence of certain 
of the clergy of Canterbury, (who maintained that the bread and wine, 
after consecration, do remain in their former substance, and are not 
CHRIST'S true body and blood, but a figure of it:) when he was come 
to confraction, presently the fragments of the body of CHRIST which 
he held in his hands, began to pour forth blood into the chalice. 
'Vhereupon he shed tears of joy; and beckoning to them that wavered 
in their faith, to come near and see the wonde:ful work of GOD; as 
soon as they beheld it they cried out, '0 holy Prelate! to whom the 
SON of GOD has been pleased to reveal Himself visibly in the flesh, 
pray for us, that the blood we see here present to our eyes, may again 
be changed, lest for our unbelief the Divine vengeance fall upon us.' 
He pl'ayed accordingly; after which, looking in the chalice, he saw 
the species of bread and wine, where he had left blood. . . . . 
"St. \Vittekundus, in the administration of the Eucharist, saw a 
child enter into everyone's mouth, playing and smiling when some 
received him, and with an abhorring countenance when he went into 
the mouths of others; CHRIST thus showing this saint in His coun- 
tenance, who were worthy, and who unworthy receivers."-Joll1lson', 
Jtliracles of Saints, pp. 27, 28. 


The same doctrine was imposed by Nicholas the Second 
on Berengari us, as the confession of the latter shows, 
which runs thus:- 


"I, Berengarius . . . . anathematize every heresy, and more par- 
ticularly that of which I have hitherto been accused. . . . I agree 
with the Roman Church . . . . that the bread and wine which are 
placed on the altar are, after consecration, not only a sacrament, but 
even the true body and blood of our LORD JESUS CHRIST; and that 
these are sensibly, and not merely sacramentally, but in truth, handled 
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and broken, by tl1e hands of the priest, and ground by the teeth of the 
f
Úthful."-Bou'den's Life of Gregory VI!., vol. ii. p. 213. 


Another illustration of the sort of doctrine offered in the 
Article, Inay be given froin nellarmine, whose controversial 
stateInents have already been introduced in the course of 
the abov
 extracts. lIe thus opposes the doctrine of in- 
trosusception, which the spiritual view of the Real Presence 
naturally suggests:- 
He observes, that there are "two particular opinions, 1 
false and erroneous, excogitated in the schools: that of 
Dnrandus, who thou
ht. it probable t.hat the substance of 
the body of CHRIST in the Eucharist, was 
Dithout 'Jnagnitzule ; 
and that of certain ancients, which Occanl seems afterwards 
to have followed, that though it has n1agnitude, (which they 
think not really separable from substance,) yet every part 
is so penetrated by every other, that the body of CHRIST is 
tcithout figure, without distinction and order of parts."" 
'Vith this he contrasts the doctrine which, he luaintains, is 
that of the Church of ltonle as well as the general doctrine 
of the schools" that" in the Eucharist ,vhole CHRIST exists 
with 'lnagnitude and all accidents, except that relation to a 
heavenly location which He has as He is in heaven, and 
those things which are concoinitants on His existence in 
that location; and that the parts and nlembers of CHRIST"S 
body do not penetrate each other, but are so distinct and 
arranged one with another, as to have a figure and order 
suitable to a hUInan body."'-De Eucnar. iii. 5. 
\Ve see then, that, by transubstantiation, our Article 
does not confine itself to any abstract theory, nor ainl at 
any definition of the word substance, nor in rejecting it, 
rejects a word, nor in denying a "mutatio pan is et vini," is 
denying every l:iìtd of change, but opposes itself to a certain 
plain and unanlbiguous statement, not of this or that council, 
but one generally recf'ived or taught both in the schools and 
in the nlultitude, that the nlaterial elements are changed 
into an earthly, fleshly, and organized body, extended in 
size, distinct in its l)arts, which is there where the outward 
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appearances of bread and wine are, and only does not meet 
the senses, nor even that always. 
Objections against "substance," "nature," "change," 
"accidents," and the like, seem more or less questions of 
,vords
 and inadequate expressions of the great offence 
which we find in the received Roman view of this sacred 
doctrine. 


In this connexion it may be suitable to proceed to notice 
the Explanation appended to the Communion Service, of 
our kneeling at the LORD'S Supper, which requires expla- 
nation itself, Inore perhaps than any part of our formularies. 
I t runs as follows :- 
"Whereas it is ordained in this office for the Ad- 
ministration of the LORD'S Supper, that the comlnunicants 
should receive the saIne kneeling: (which order is well 
meant, for a signification of our humble and grateful ac- 
knowledgement of the benefits of CHRIST therein given to 
all worthy receivers, and for the avoiding of such profanation 
and disorder in the holy communion, as lnight otherwise 
ensue;) yet, lest the same kneeling should by any persons, 
either out of ignorance and infirn1ity, or out of Inalice and 
obstinacy, be misconstrued and depraved,-It is hereby 
declared, that thereby no adoration is intended, òr ought to 
be done, either unto the sacralnental bread or wine there 
bodily received, or unto any corporal presence of CHRIST'S 
natu;ral flesh and blood. For the sacramental bread and 
wine remain still in their very natural substances, and 
therefore may not be adored, (for that were idolatry, to be 
abhorred of all faithful Christians;) and the natural body 
and blood of our SAVIOUR CHRIST are in heaven, and not 
here, it being against the truth of CHRIST'S natural body to 
be at one time. in more places than one." 


Now it may be admitted without difficulty,-l. That" no 
adoration ought to be done unto the sacralnental bread and 
wine there bodily received." 2. Nor "unto any corporal 
(i. e. carnal) presence of CHRIST"S natural flesh and blood." 
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3 That "the sncranlental bread and wine remain still in 
their very natural substances." 4. That to adore then1 
"were idolatry to be abhorred of all faithful Christians;" 
and 5. That" the natural body and blood of our SAVIOUR 
CHRIST are in heaven." 
But" to heaven" is added, "and not here." No\v, though 
it be allowed that there is no "corporal presence " [i. e. 
carnal] of "CHRIST'S natural flesh and blood" here, it is a 
further point to allow that "CHRIST'S natural body and 
blood " are "not here." ..A.nd the question is, how can there 
be any presence at all of His body and blood, yet a presence 
such, as not to be here? How can there be any presence, 
yet not local? 
Yet that this is the Ineaning of the paragraph in question 
is plain, from what it goes on to say in proof of its position: 
" It being against the truth of CHRIST'S natural body to be 
at one till1e in more places than one." It is here asserted 
then, 1. Generally, "no natural body can be in n10re places 
than one;" therefore, 2. CHRIST'S natural body cannot be 
in the bread and wine, or there where the bread and wine 
are seen. In other words, there is no local presence in the 
Sacranlent. Yet, that there is a presence is asserted in the 
Honlilies, as quoted above, and the question is, as just 
now stated, "How can there be a presence, yet not a local 
one
" 
Now, first, let it be observed that the question to be 
solved is the truth of a certain philosophical deduction, not 
of a certain doctrine of Scripture. That there is a real 
presence, Scripture asserts, and the Honlilies, Catechisnl, 
and Communion Service confess; but the explanation before 
us adds, that it is philosophicé:.lly inlpossibJe that it should 
be a particular kind of presence, a presence of \vhich one 
can say" it is here," or which is "local." It states then a 
philosophical deduction; but to such deduction none of us 
have subscribed. 'Ve have professed in the words of the 
Canon: "That the Book of Prayer, &c. containeth in it 
notlling contrary to the word of God." Now, a position like 
this may not be, and is not, "contrary to the word of 
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God," and yet need not be true; e. g. we lllay accept St. 
Clelllent's Epistle to the Corinthians, as containing nothing 
contrary to Scripture, nay'l as altogether nlost scriptural, 
and yet this would not hinder us fronl rejecting the account 
of the Phænix-as contrary, not to GOD'I S ,vord, but to 
Inatter of fact. Even the infallibility of the ROlnan see is 
not considered to extend to matters of fact or points of 
}>hilosophy. Nay, we cOlll1nonly do not consider that we 
need take the words of Scripture itself literally about the 
sun's standing still, or the earth being fixed, or th"e finna- 
nlent being above. Those at least who distinguish between 
what is theological in Scripture and \vhat is scientific, and 
yet admit that Scripture is true, have no ground for 
wondering at such persons as subscribe to a paragraph, of 
which at the same time they disallow the philosophy; 
especially considering they expressly subscribe it only as 
not "contrary to the word of GOD." This then is what 
must be said first of all. 
Next, the philosophical position is itself capable of a very 
specious defence. The truth is, we do not at all know 
what is meant by di
tance or intervals absolutely, any more 
than we know what is meant by absolute time. Late dis- 
coveries in geology have tended to make it probable that 
time may under circumstances go indefinitely faster or 
slower than it does at present; or in other words, that in- 
definitely more may be accomplished in a given portion of 
it. What Moses calls a day, geologists wish to prove to be 
thousands of years, if we measure time by the operations at 
present effected in it. I t is equally difficult to determine 
what we mean by distance, or why ,ve should not be at this 
InOlnent close to the throne of GOD, though ,ve seem far 
from it. Our measure of distance is our hand or our foot; 
but as an object a foot off is not called distant, though the 
interval is indefinitely divisible; neither need it be distant 
either, after it has been multiplied indefinitely. \Vhy should 
any conventual lneasure of ours-why should the percep- 
tions of our e).es or our ears, be the standard of presence or 
l distance? CHRIST may really be cl

 to us, though in 
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heaven, and His presence in the Sacranlent may but be a 1 
nlanifestation to the worshipper of that nearness, not a 
change of place, which may be unnecessary. nut on this 
subject sonle extracts nlay be suitably nlade froln a panlphlet 
published several years since, and admitting of one or two 
verbal corrections, which, as in the case of other similar 
quotations above, shall here be made without scruple:- 
" In the note at the end of the Comnlunion Service, it if 
a.rgued, that a body cannot be in two places at once; and 
that therefore the Body of CHRIST is not locally present, in 
the sense in which we speak of the bread as being locally 
present. On the other hand, in the Communion Service 
itself, Catechism, Articles, and Hon1Ïlies, it is plainly de- 
clared, that the Body of CHRIST is in a mysterious way, if 
not locally, yet really present, so that we are able after 
sOlne ineffable nlanner to receive It. "Thereas, then, the 
objection stands, "CHRIST is not really here, because He ib 
not locally here,' our forlllularies answer, , He is really here, 
yet not locally.' 
'" But it nlay be asked, 'Vhat is the meaning of sa}ing 
that CHRIST is really present, Jet not locally 
 I will Inake 
a suggestion on the subject. 'Yhat do we mean by being 
present? Ho\v do we define and Ineasure it 
 To a blind · 
and deaf nlan, that only is present which he touches: give 
hirll hearing, and the range of things present enlarqes; 
every thing is present to him which he hears. Ci-ive hin1 at 
Jength sight, and the sun may be said to be present to hin1 
in the day-tillIe, and nlyriads of stars by night. The pre- 
sence, then, of a thing is a relative word, depending, in a. 
popular sense of it, upon the channels of conlnlunication 
between it and hirll to WhOlll It is present; and thus it is a 
word of degree. 
" Such is the meaning of presence, when used of nlaterial 
objects ;-very different fron} this is the conception we fonn 
of the presence of spirit with spirit. The most intinlate 
presence we can fancy is a spiritual presence in the soul; it 
is nearer to us than any nlaterial object can possibly be ; 
for our body, which is the organ uf convcying to us the pre- 
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sence of n1atter, sets bounds to its approach towards E'3. 
If, then, spiritual beings can be brought near to us, (and 
that they can, we know, froln what is told us of the in- 
fluences of Divine grace, and again of evil angels upon our 
souls,) their presence is something sui generis.. of a more 
perfect and silnple character than any presence we com- 
monly call local. And fUI,ther, their presence has nothing 
to do with the degrees of nearness; they are either present 
or not present, or, in other words, their conling is not 
measured by space, nor their absence ascertained by dis- 
tance. In the case of things material, a transit through 
space is the necessary condition of approach and presence; 
but in things spiritual, (whatever be the condition,) such a 
transit seems not to be a condition. The condition is un- 
known. Once nlore: while beings simply spiritual seenl 
not to exist in place, the Incarnate SON does; according to 
our Church's staternent already alluded to, that 'the na- 
tural body and blood of our SAVIOUR CHRIST are in heaven 
and not here, it being against the trutl/; of CHRIS1,"S natural 
body to be at one tinle in more places than one.' 
" Such seems to be the lllystery attending our LORD and 
SAVIOUR; He has a hody, and that spiritual. He is in 
place; and yet, as being a spirit, His mode of approach- 
the mode in which He Inakes Himself present here or there 
-may be, for \vhat we know, as different fronl the illode in 
which nlaterial bodies approach and COlne, as a spiritual 
presence is more perfect. As l11aterial bodies approach by 
moving fronl place to place, so the approach and presence 
of a spiritual body lnay be in sonle other way,-probably is 
in son1e other way, since in sOlne other \vay, (as it would 
appear) not gradual, progressive, approxÏInating, that is, 
loconlotive, but at once, spirits become present,-lnay Le 
such as to be
sistent \vith His relnaining on GOD'S right 
hand while He becomes present here,-that is, it nlay be 

l yet not local, or, in a word, is mysterious. The Body I 
and Blood of CHRIST may be realIy, literally present in the 
holy Eucharist, yet not having becolne present by local 
passage, Inay still literally and really he on GOD"S right 
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hand; so that, though they be present in deed and truth, 
it may be in1possible, it may be untrue to say, that they are 
literally in the elements, or about them, or in the soul of 
the receiver. These may be useful modes of speech ac- 
cording to the occasion; but the true detern1Ïnation of all 
such questions may be this, that CHRIST'I S Body and Blood 
are locally at GOD'I S right hand, yet really present here,- 
present here, but not here in place,-because they are spirit. 
" To assist our conceptions on this subject, I would recur 
to what I said just now about the presence of material 
objects, by way of putting nlY meaning in a different point 
of view. The presence of a material object, in the popular 
sense of the word, is a matter of degree, and ascertained by 
the means of apprehending it which belong to him to whom 
it is present. It is in some sense a correlative of the senses. 
A fly Inay be as near an edifice as a man; yet we do not 
call it present to the fly, because it cannot see it; and we 
call it present to the nlan because he can. This, however, J 
is but a popular view' of the D1atter: when we consider it 
carefu11 y, it certainly is difficult to say what is meant by 
the presence of a material object relatively to us. It is in 
some respects truer to say that a thing is present, which is 
so circumstanced as to act upon us and influence us, whether 
we are sensible of it or not. Now this is what the Catholic t 
Church seems to hold concerning our LORD 'Is Presence in 
the Sacrament, that He then personally and bodily is with 
us in the way an object is which we call present; how He 
is so, we know not, but that He should be so, tho.ugh He 
be n1Ïllions of miles away, is not more inconceivable than 
the influence of eyesight upon us is to a blind man. The 
stars are millions of miles off.. yet they Ílnpress ideas upon 
our souls through our sight. \Ve know but of five senses: 
we know not whether or not hunlan nature be capable of 
Inore; we know not whether or not the soul possesses any I 
thing analogous to them. \Ve know nothing to negative 
the notion that the soul 111ay be capable of having CHRIST 
present to it by the stitnulating of dornlant, or the develop- 
111ent of possible energies. \ 
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" As sight. for certain purposes annihilates space, so other 
unknown capacities, bodily or spiritual, nlay annihilate it 
for other purposes. Such a practical annihilation \Vas in- 
volved in the appearance of CHRIST to St. Paul on his con- 
version. Such a practical annihilation is involved in the 
doctrine of CHRIST
S ascension; to sppak according to the 
ideas of space and tiule comnlonly received, what nlust have 
been the rapidity of that 111otion by which, within ten days. 
lIe placed our hUlnan nature at the right hand of God 
 Is 
it Inore 111ysterious that He should' open the heavens,' to 
use the Scripture phrase, in the sacranlental rite; that lIe 
shouid then dispense with time and space, in the sense in 
which they are daily dispensed with, in the sun's warming- 
us at the distance of 100,000,000 of miles, than that He 
should have dispensed with them on occasion of His as- 
cending on high? He who showed what the passage of an 
incorruptible body was ere it had reached GOD
S throne, 
thereby suggests to us what nlay be its cOIning back and 
presence with us now, \vhen at length glorified and becollle 
a spirit. 
" In answer, then, to the problem, how CHRIST conIes to 
us while remaining on high, I ans\ver just as much as this
 
-that lIe comes by the agency of the l-IoLY GHOST, in 
and by the Sacranzent. Loconlotion is the nleans of a ma- 
terial Presence; the Sacraluent is the nleans of His spi- 
_ ritual Presence. As faith is the nleans of our receiving It, 
\ so the HOLY GHOST is the Agent and the Sacrament the 
means of His inlparting It; and therefore we call It a 
Sacramental Presence. "\Ve kneel before His heavenly 
J rrhrone, and the distance is as nothing; it is as if that 
Throne were the A Itar close to us. 
" Let it be carefully observed, that I am not proving or 
deternlining any thing; I an1 only showing how it is that 
certain propositions which at first sight seenl contradictions 
in terlns, are not so,-I anI but pointing out one way of re- 
conciling them. If there is but one way assignable, the 
force of all antecedent objection against the possibility ot 
allY at all is relnovcd, and then of course there lllay be 
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other ways supposable though not assignable. It seems at 
first sight a nlere idle use of words to say that CHRIST is 
really and literaHy, yet not locally, present in the Sacra- 
Inent; that He is there given to us, not in figure but in 
truth, and yet is still only on the right hand of GOD. I 
have wished to remove this seetuing impossibility. 
H If it be asked, why attempt to renlove it, I answer that 
I have no wish to do so, if persons will not urge it against 
the Catholic doctrine. l\len 111aintain it as an iInpossibility, 
a contradiction in ternls, and force a believer in it to say 
why it should not be so accounted. And then when he 
gives a reason, they turn round and accuse hinl of subtleties, 
and refinements, and scholastic trifling. Let them but be- 
lieve and act on the truth that the consecrated bread is 
CHRIST'S body, as He says, and no officious conlment on 
His words will be attenlpted by any well-judging mind. 
But when they say, 'this cannot be literally true, hecazese it 
is inlpossible;' then they force those who think it is lite- 
raIJy true, to explain how, according to their notions, it is 
not impossible. And those who ask hard questions must 
put up with hard answers." 
There is nothing, then, in the Explanatory Paragraph 
which has given rise to these renlarks, to interfere with the 
doctrine, elsewhere taught in our fonl1ularies, of a real 
super-local presence in the Holy Sacrament. 



 9.-lJIasses. 
Article xxxi.-" The sacrific0s (sacrificia) of l\Iasses, in 
the which it was commonly said, that the priest did offer 
CHRIST for the quick and the dead, to have renlission of pain 
or guilt, were blasphemous fables and dangerous deceits 
(perniciosæ inlposturæ)." 


Nothing can show more clearly than this passage that 
the Articles are not written against the creed of the Ronlan 
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Church, but against actual existing errors In it, whether 
taken into its systenl or not. Here the sacrifice of the 

I ass is not spoken of, in which the special question of 
doctrine would be introduced; but" the sacrifice of 1JIasses,'" 
certain observances, for the nlost part private and solitary, 
which the writers of the A rticles knew to have been in force 
in titne past, and saw before their e)"es, and which involved 
certain opinions and a certain teaching. Accordingly the 
passage proceeds, "in which it was con
monly said;" which 
surely is a strictly historical mode of speaking. 
If any testimony is necessary in aid of what is so plain 
froln the \vording of the A rticle itself, it is found in the 
drift of the following passage fronl Burnet:- 


" It were easy from all the rituals of the ancients to shew, that they 
had none of those ideas that are now in the Roman Church. They 
had but one altar in a Church, and probably but one in a city: they 
had but one communion in a day at that altar: so far were they from 
the many altars in every church, and tlte many masses at every altar, 
that are now in the Roman Church. They did not know what solitary 
masses were, without a communion. All the liturgies and all the 
writings of ancients aloe as express in this matter as is possible. The 
whole constitution of their worship and discipline shews it. Their 
worship always concluded with the Eucharist: such as were not 
capable of it, as the catechumens, and those who were doing public 
penance for their sins, assisted at the more general parts of the 
worship; and so much of it was called their mass, because they were 
dismissed at the conclusion of it. When that was done, then the 
faithful stayed, and did partake of the Eucharist; and at the conclusion 
of it they were likewise dismissed, from whence it came to be called 
the mass of the faithful."-Burnet on tile XXXlst Article, p. 482. 


These sacrifices are said to be '" blaspheillous fables and 
pernicious impostures." Now the "blasphelnous fable" is 
t he t eaching tha
 ther e is a sa crifi ce for _si!!...QQ1e than 
CHRIST"S death, and thjtt masses are that sacrifice. And 
th;" " pe rnicious in1posture" is the turning this belief i nto a 
Dleans of filthy lucre. 
1. That the "blasphemous fable'" is the teaching that 
Inasses are sacrifices for sin distinct from the sacrifice of 
CHRIST"S death, is plain fronl the first sentence of t.he Article. 


L- 



AI asses. 


63 


"The offering of CHRIST once made, is tbat pprfect re- 
denlption, propitiation, and satisfaction for all the sins of 
the whole u'orld, hotlt original and actual. And tltere is none 
other satisfaction for sin, but t'tat alone. IVlterefore the 
sacrifice of 111aSSeS, &c." It is observable too that the 
heading of the Article runs, "Of the one oblation of CHRIST 
finished upon the Cross," which interprets the drift of the 
statelnent contained in it about nlasses. 
Our Conlnlunion Service shows it also, in which the 
pra}er of consecration conlmences pointedly with a decla- 
ration, which has the force of a protest, that CHRIST Blade 
on the cross, "by His one oblation of Himself once offered, 
a full, perfict, and su.fJic'ient sacrifice, oblation, and satisfac- 
tion for the sins of the whole world.'" 
And agaia in the offering of the sacrifice: ,,\ V e entirely 
desire thy fatherly goodness nlercifully to accept our sacrifice 
of praise and thanksgiving, most hUlubly beseeching Thee 
to grant that by tlte 1nerits and death of Thy So
 J ES"CS 
CHRIST, and through faith in His blood, we and all Thy 
whole Church lllay obtain j'enÛssion of our sins and all otke}" 
benefits of I-lis passion.'" 
[And in the notice of the celebration: '" I purpose, 
through God's assistance, to adnlinister to all such as shall 
be religiously and devoutly disposed, the IHOSt. cOlllfortable 
Sacranlent of the Body and Blood of OR RIST; to be by 
thenl received in remelnbrance of His meritorious Cross 
and Passion; 'it'herehy alone we obtain renlission of our sins, 
and are 11lade partakers of the kingdonl of heaven.""] 
But the popular charge still urged against the Ronlan 
sJstenl, as introducing in the l\Iass a second or rather con- 
tinually recurring atonelllent, .is a sufficient illustration, 
without further quotations, of this part of the .A.rticle. 
2. That the 10. blasphemous and pernicious inlPosture" is 
the turning the 
rass into a gain, is plain from such pas- 
sages as the following:- 


,,"Tith what earnestness, with what vehement zeal, did our SAVIOUR 
CURIST drive the buyers and sellers out of the temple of GOD, and 
huded down the tables of the changers of money, and the seats of the 
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dove-sellers, and could not abide that a man should carry a vessel 
through the temple. He told them, that they had made His FATHER'S 
house a den of thieves, partIy through their superstition, hypocrisy, 
false worship, false doctrine, and insatiable covetousness, and partly 
through contempt, abusing that place with walking and talking, with 
worldly matters, without all fear of GOD, and due re"'erence to that 
place. 'Vhat dens of thieves the Churches of England have been 
made by the blasphemous buying and selling tlte most precious body and 
blood of CHRIST in the lJfass, as the world was made to believe, at 
di.oges, at months minds, at trentalls, in abbeys and chantries, besides 
other horrible abuses, (GOD'S holy name be blessed for ever,) which 
we now see and understand. All these abominations they that supply 
the room of CHRIST ha,'e cleansed and purged the Churches of 
England of, taking away all such fulsomeness and filthiness, as 
through blind devotion and ignorance hath crept into the Church 
these many hundred years." -On repairing and keeping clean oj 
Churches, pp. 229, 230. 


Ot.her passages are as follow :- 


"Have not the Christians of late days, and even in our days also, 
in like manner provoked the displeasure and indignation of ALMIGHTY 
GOD; partly because they have profaned and defiled their Churches 
with heathenish and Jewish abuses, with images and idols, with 
numbers of altars, too superstitiously and intolerably abused, with 
gross abusing and filthy corrupting of the LORD'S holy Supper, the 
blessed sacrament of His body and blood, with an infinite number 
of toys and trifles of their own devices, to make a goodly outward 
shew, and to deface the homely, simple, and sincere religion of CHRIST 
JESUS; partly, they resort to the Church like hypocrites, full of all 
iniquity and sinful life, having a vain and dangerous fancy and 
persuasion, that if they come to the Church, besprinkle them with 
holy water, hear a mass, and be blessed wit/I, a chalice, though they 
understand not one word of the whole service, nor feel one motion of 
repentance in their heart, an is weU, all is sure? "-On the Place and 
1ïme of Prayer, p. 293. 


Again -- 
" What hath been the cause of this gross idolatry, but the ignorance 
hereof? \Vhat hath been the cause of this mu:mmish massing, but the 
ignorance hereof? Yea, what hath been, and what is at this day the 
cause of this want of love and charity, but the ignorance hereof? Let 
us therefore so travel to understand the LORD'S Supper, that we be no 
cause of the decay of GOD'S worship, of no idolatry, of no dumb 
massing, of no hate and malice; so may we the bolder have access 
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thither to our comfort."-Homily concerning the Sacrament, pp. 377, 
378. 
To the same purpose is the following passage from Bishop 
Dulrs Sermons:- 


"It were easy to shew, how the whole frame of religion and doc- 
trine of the Church of Rome, as it is distinguished from that Christianity 
which we hold in common with them, is evidently designed and 
contrived to serve tlle interest and profit of them that rule that Church, 
by the disservices, yea, and ruin of those souls that are under their 
government. . . . . What can the doctrine of men's playing an after- 
game for their salvation in purgatory be designed for, but to enhance 
tlte price of the priest's masses and dirges for the dead? \Vhy must a 
solitary mass, bought for a piece of money, performed and participated 
by a priest alone, in a private corner of a church, be, not only against 
the sense of Scripture and the Primitive Church, but also against 
common sense and gram
ar, called a Communion, and be accounted 
useful to him that buys it, though he never himself receive the 
sacrament, or but once a year; but for this reason, that there is 
great gain, but no godliness at aU, in this doctrine?" -Bp. Bull'. 
Sermons, p. 10. 


Ånd Burnet says :- 


"\Vithout going far in tragical expressions, we cannot hold saying 
what our SAVIOUR said upon another occasion, 'l\Iy house is a house 
of prayer, but ye have made it a den of thieves.' A trade was set up 
on this foundation. The world was made believe, that by the virtue of 
so many masses, u'hich were to be purchased by great endowments, souls 
were redeemed out of purgatory, and scenes of visions and apparitions, 
sometimes of the tormented, and sometimes of the delivered souls, 
were published in all places: which had so wonderful an effect, thaI 
in two or three centuries, endowments increased to so \'a
t a degree, 
that if the scandals of the clergy on the one hand, and "he statutes of 
mortmain on the other, had not restrained the profuseness that the 
world was wrought up to on this account, it is not easy to imagine how 
far this might have gone; perhaps to an entire subjecting of the 
temporality to the spirituality. The practices by which this was 
managed, and the effects that followed on it, we can call by no other 
llame than downright impostures; worse than the making or vending 
false coin: when the world was drawn in by such arts to plain 
bargains, to redeem their own souls, and the souls of their ancestors 
and posterity, so many masses were to be said, and forfeitures were to 
foHow upon their 110t being said: thus the masses were really the pricø 
of the lands. "-On Article XXII., pp. 303, 304. 


F 



66 


lrI asse!. 


The truth of these representations cannot be better shown 
than by extracting the following passage from the Session 
22 of the Council of Trent:- 


..... 


"Whereas many things appear to have crept in heretofore, whether 
by the fault of the times or by the neglect and wickedness of men, 
foreign to the dignity of so great a sacrifice, in order that it may 
regain its due honour and obsen"ance, to the glory of GOD and the 
edification of His faithful people, the Holy Council decrees, that the 
bishops, ordinaries of each place, diligently take care and be bound, 
to forbid and put an end to all those things, which either avarice, 
which is idolatry, or irreverence, which is scarcely separable from 
impiety, or superstition, the pretence of true piety, has introduced. 
And, to say much in a few words, first of all, as to avarice, let them 
altogether forbid agreements, and bargains of payment of whatever 
kind, and whatever is given for celebrating new masses; moreover im- 
portunate and mean extortion, rather than petition of alms, and such 
like practices, which border on simoniacal sin, certainly on filthy 
lucre. . . . And let them banish from the church those musical 
practices, when with the organ or with the chant any thing lascivious or 
impure is mingled; also all secular practices, vain and therefore 
profane conversations, promenadings, bust1e, clamour; so that the 
house of GOD may truly seem and be called the house of prayer. 
Lastly, lest any opening be given to superstition, let them provide by 
edict and punishments appointed, that the priests celebrate it at no 
other than the due hours, nor use rites or ceremonies and prayers in 
the celebration of masses, other than those which have been approved 
by the Church, and received on frequent and laudable use. And let 
them altogether remove from the Church a set number of certain 
masses and candles, which has proceeded rather from superstitioul 
observance than from true religion, and teach the people in what 
consists, and from whom, above all, proceeds the so precious and 
heavenly fruit of this most holy sacrifice. And let them admonish 
the same people to come frequently to their parish Churches, at least 
on Sundays and the greater feasts," &c. 


'\ 


On the whole, then, it is conceived that the Article before 
us neither speaks against the 
lass in itself, nor against its 
being [an offering, though commemorative,] 1 for the quick 
and the dead for the remission of sin; [ (
specially since 
the decree of Trent says, that "the fruits úf the Bloody 
Oblation are through this most abundantly obtained; so far 


1 U An offering for the quick, &c."-First Edition. 



},f arriage of Clergy_ 
Is the latter from detracting in any way from the former;")] 
but against its being viewed, on the one hand, as inde- 
pendent of or distinct from the Sacrifice on the Cross, which 
is blasphemy; and, on the other, its being directed to the 
en10lument of those to whom it pertains to celebrate it, 
which is imposture in addition. 
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 1 O.-lrl a'l'riage of Olergy. 
Article xxxii.-" Bishops, Priests, and Deacons, are not 
commanded by God's law, either to vow the estate of single 
life, or to abstain from n1arriage." 


There is literally no subject for controversy in these 
,vords, since even the most determined advocates of the 
celibacy of the clergy admit their truth. [As far as clerical 
celibacy is a duty, it] is grounded not on GOD'I S law, but on 
the Church's rule, or on vow. No one, for instance, can 
question the vehement zeal of St. Jeron1e i
 behalf of this 
observance, yet he makes the following admission in his 
attack upon Jovinian:- 
" J ovinian says, 'You speak in vain, since the Apostle appointed 
Bishops, and Presbyters, and Deacons, the husbands of one wife, and 
llaving children.' But, as the Apostle says, that he has not a precept 
concerning virgins, yet gives a counsel, as having received mercy of 
the Lord, and urges throughout that discourse a preference of virginity 
to marriage, and advises what he does not command, lest he seem to 
cast a snare, and to impose a burden too great for man's nature; so 
also, in ecclesiastical order, seeing that an infant Church was then 
forming out of the Gentiles, he gives the lighter precepts to recent 
converts, lest they should fail under them through fear."-Adv. 
J ovinian, i. 34. 


And the Council of Trent merely lays down :- 
" If any shall say that clerks in holy orders, or regulars, who have 
solemnly professed chastity, can contract matrimony, and that the 
con tract is valid in spite of ecclesiastical law or vow, let him be 
anathema. "-Sess_ 24- Can. 9. 
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Here t.he observance is placed sinlply upon rule of the 
Church or upon vow, neither of which exists in the English 
Church; "therefore," as the Article logically proceeds, "it 
is lawful for them, as for all other Christian men, to marry 
at their own discretion, as they shall judge the sanle to serve 
better to godliness.'" Our Church leaves the discretion with 
the clergy; and most persons will allow that, under our cir- 
cumstances, she acts wisely in doing so. That she has power, 
did she so choose, to take from thenl this discretion, and to 
oblige them either to marriage [(as is said to be the case as 
regards the parish priests of the Greek Church)] or to 
celibacy, would seem to be involved in the doctrine of the 
following extract from the Honlilies; though, whether an 
enforcement either of the one or the other rule would be 
expedient and pious, is another matter. Speaking of fasting, 
the Homily says :- 


" GOD'S Church ought not, neither may it be so tied to that or any 
other order now made, or hereafter to be made and devised by the 
authority of man, but that it may lawfully, for just causes, alter, cltange, 
or mitigate those ecclesiastical decrees and orders, yea, recede wholly 
from them, and break them, when they tend either to superstition or to 
impiety; wh(>n they draw the people from GOD rather than work any 
edification in t1lem. This authority CHRIST Himself used, and left it 
to His Church. He used it, I say, for the order or decree made by the 
elders for washing ofttimes, which was diligently observed of the Jews; 
yet tending to superstition, our SAVIOUR CHRIST altered and changed 
the same in I-Iis Church into a profitable sacrament, the sacrament of 
our regeneration, or new birth. This authority to mitigate laws and 
decrees ecclesiastical, the Apostles practised, when they, writing from 
Jerusalem unto the congregation that was at Antioch, signified unto 
them, that they would not lay any further burden upon them, but 
these necessaries: that is, 'that they should abstain from things offered 
unto idols, from blood, from that which is strangled, and from forni. 
cation;' notwithstanding that l\loses's law required many other ob- 
SPl"Vances. This authority to change the orders, degrees, and consti- 
tutions of the Church, was, after the Apostles' time, used of the fathers 
about the manner of fasting, as it appearetll in the Tripartite History. 
. . . . Thus ye have heard, good people, first, that Christian subjects 
are bound even in conscience to obey princes' laws, which are not re- 
pugnant to the laws of God. Ye have also heard that CHRIST'S Church 
is not so bound to observe any order, law, or decree made by man, to 



The Homilies. 


69 


prescribe a form in religion, but that the Church hath full power and 
authority from God to change and alter the same, when need shall 
require; which hath been shewed you by the example of our SAVIOUR 
CHRIST, by the practice of the Apostles, and of the Fathers since that 
time."-IIomily on Fasling, pp. 242-24-1. 
To the sanIe effect the 34th Article declares, t.hat, 


" It is not necessary that traditions and ceremonies be in all places 
one, and utterly like; for at all times they have been divers, and may 
be changed according to diversities of conn tries, times, and men's man- 
ners, so that nothing be ordained against God's Word. 'Vhosoever, 
through his private judgment, willingly and purposely doth openly break 
the traditions and ceremonies of the Church, which be not repugnant 
to the \V ord of GOD, and be ordained and approved by common au- 
thority, ought to be rebuked openly."-Article XXXIV. 



 11.- The Homilies. 
Art. xxxv.-" The Second Book of Homilies doth con- 
tain a godly and wholesome doctrine, and necessary for these 
times, as doth the former Book of Homilies." 


This Article has been treated of in No. 82 of these 
Tracts, in the course of an answer given to an opponent, 
who accused its author of not fairly receiving the Homilies, 
because he dissented from their doctrine, that the Bishop 
of Rome is Antichrist, and that regeneration was vouchsafed 
under the law. The passage of the Tract shan here be in- 
serted, with some abridgment. 
" I say plainly, then, I have not subscribed the Honlilies, 
nor was it ever intended that any menlber of the English 
Church should be subjected to what, if considered as an ex- 
tended confession, would indeed be a yoke of bondage. 
ROlllanism surely is innocent, conlpared with that sJstem 
which should impose upon the conscience a thick octavo 
volume, written flowingIy and freely by fallible men, to be 
received exactIy, sentence by sentence: I cannot conceive 
any grosser instance of a pharisaical tradition than this 
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would be. No: such a proceeding would render it impos- 
sible (I would say), for anyone member, lay or clerical, of 
the Church to remain in it, who was subjected to such an 
ordeal. For instance; 1 do not suppose that any reader 
would be satisfied with the political reasons for fasting, 
though indirectly introduced, yet fully adnlitted and dwelt 
upon in the Homily on that subject. He would not like to 
subscribe the declaration that eating fish was a duty, not 
only as being a kind of fasting, but as nlaking provisions 
cheap, and encouraging the fisheries. He would not like 
the association of religion with earthly politics. 
"" How, then, are we bound to the Hon1ilies? By the 
Thirty-fifth Article, which speaks as follows :-" The second 
Book of Homilies . . . doth contain a godly and who]esome 
doctrine, and necessary for these times, as doth the former 
Boole of Homilies.' Now, observe, this Article does not 
speak of ever}' statement made in them, but of the 'doc- 
trine.' 1 t speaks of the 'View or cast or body oj" doctrine 
contained in them. In spite of ten thousand incidental 
propositions, as in any large book, there is, it is obvious, a 
certain line of doctrine, which nlay be contemplated con- 
tinuously in its shape and direction. For instance; if you 
say you disapprove the doctrine contained in the Tracts for 
the Times, no one supposes you to mean that every sentence 
and half sentence is a lie. I say then, that in like manner, 
when the Article speaks of the doctrine of the Homilies, it 
does not Ineasure the letter of thenl by the inch, it does not 
ÍInply that they contain no propositions which admit of two 
opinions; but it speaks of a certain determinate line of 
doctrine, and moreover adds, it is "necessary for these times.' 
Does not this, too, show the sanle thing 
 If a nlan said, 
the Tracts for the Times are seasonahle at this moment, as 
their title signifies, would he not speak of them as taking a 
certain line, and bearing in a certain way? \V ould he not 
be speaking, not of phrases or sentences, but of a 'doctrine' 
in them tending one way, viewed as a whole? \V ould he be 
inconsistent, if after praising them as seasonable, he con- 
tinued, "yet I do not pledge n1yself to every view or senti.. 
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ment; there are some things in them hard of digestion, or 
overstated, or doubtful, or subtle r 
" J f any thing could add to the irrelevancy of the charge 
in question, it is the particular point in which it is urged 
that I dissent from the Homilies,-a question concerning 
the fulfilment of prophecy; viz. whether Papal Rome is 
Antichrist! An iron yoke indeed you would forge for the 
conscience, when you oblige us to assent, not only to all 
matters of doctrine which the Hon1ilies contain, but even to 
their opinion concerning the fulfiln1ent of prophecy. Why, 
we do not ascribe authority in such matters even to the 
unanilnous consent of all the fathers. 
'" I will put what I have been saying in a second point of 
view. The Homilies are subsidiary to the Articles; there- 
fore they are of authority so far as they hring out the sense 
of the Articles, and are not of authority where they do not. 
For instance, they say that David, though unbaptized, was 
regenerated, as you have quoted. This statement cannot 
be of authority, because it not only does not agree, but it 
even disagrees, with the ninth Article, which translates the 
Latin word" renatis' by the English "baptized.' But, ob- 
serve, if this niode of viewing the Homilies be taken, as it 
fairly may, you suffer from it; for the Apocrypha, being the 
subject o.l an Article, the comlnent furnished in the Homily 
is binding on you, whereas you reject it. 
"A further remark ,viII bring us to the same point. 
Another test of acquiescence in the doctrine of the H 0- 
milies is this :- Take their table of contents; examine the 
headings; these surely, taken together, "iIl give the sub- 
stance of their teaching. Now I hold fulJy and heartily the 
doctrine of the Homilies, under everyone of these headings: 
the only points to which I should not accede, nor think 
ß1yself called upon to accede, would be certain matters, sub- 
ordinate to the doctrines to which the headings refer- 
matters not of doctrine, but of opinion, as, that Rome is 
the Antichrist; or of historical fact, as, that there was a 
Pope Joan. But now, on the other hand, can you subscribe 
the doctrine of the Homilies under everyone of its forn,al 
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headings 
 I believe you cannot. The HonliIy against Dis- 
obedience and \Vilful Rebellion is, in many of its elementary 
principles, decidedly uncongenial with your sentiments." 
This illustration of the subject may be thought enough; 
yet it may be allowable to add from the Homilies a nun1ber 
of propositions and statements of more or less importance, 
which are too much forgotten at this day, and are decidedly 
opposed to the views of certain schools of religion, \vhich at 
the present moment are so eager in claiming the Homilies 
to themselves. This is not done, as the extract already 
read will show, with the intention of maintaining that they 
are one and all binding on the conscience of those who su b- 
scribe the Thirty-fifth Article; but since the strong lan- 
guage of the HOlnilies against the Bishop of ROlne is often 
quoted, as if it \vere thus proved to be the doctrine of ou
 
Church, it may be as well to show that, following the same 
rule, \ve shall be also introducing Catholic doctrines, which 
indeed it far more belongs to a Church to profess than a 
certain view of prophecy, but which do not approve them- 
selves to those who hold it. For instance, we read as 
follo\vs :- 
1. "The great clerk and godly preacher, St. John Chry- 
sostom."-l B. i. 1. And, in like manner, nlention is made 
elsewhere of St. Augustine, St. Ambrose, St. Hilary, St. 
Basil, St. Cyprian, St. Hierome, St. Martin, Origen, Pros- 
per, Ecumenius, Photius, Bernardus, Anselm, Didymus, 
Theophylactus, Tertullian, Athanasius, Lactantius. Oyrillus, 
Epiphanius, Gregory, Irenæus, Clemens, Rabanus, Isidorus, 
Eusebius, J ustinus Martyr, Optatus, Eusebius Emissenus, 
and Bede. 
2. "Infants, being baptized, and dying in their infancy, 
are by this Sacrifice washed from their sins . . . and they, 
which in act or deed do sin after this baptism, \vhen they 
turn to GOD unfeignedly, they are likewise washed by this 
Sacrifice," &c.-l B. iii. 1. init. 
8. "Our office is, not to pass the time of this present 
life unfruitfully and idly, after that we are haptized or jus- 
tijWd," &c.--l ß. iii. 3. 
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4. "By holy promises, we be made lively nlelnbers of 
CHRIST, receiving the sacranlent of Baptisnl. By like holy 
promises the sacrament of lJIatrimony knitteth lllan and ,vife 
in perpetual love. "-1 B. vii. 1. 
5. "Let us learn also here [in the Book of Wisdonl] 
by the infallihle and undeceivahle JVord of GOD, that," &c. 
-1 B. x. 1. 
6. "The due receiving of H is blessed Body and Blood, 
under the form of bread and wine."-Note at end of B. i. 
7. '
In the PrinlÏtive Church, 'lvhicl/; 'lvas most holy and 
godly . . . open offenders were not suffered once to enter 
into the house of the LORD . . . until they had done open 
penance. . . but this was practised, not only upon nlean 
persons, but also upon the rich, nohle, and mighty persons, 
yea, upon Theodosius, that puissant and 'lJdgkty En
peror, 
whom. . . St. Ambrose. . . did. . . excommunicate."- 
2 B. i. 2. 
8. "Open offenders were not. . . admitted to cOJnmon 
prayer, and the use of the holy sacraments."-Ihid. 
9. "Let us amend this our negligence and contempt in 
coming to the house of the LORD; and resorting thither 
diligently together, let us there. . . celebrating also reve- 
rently the LORD'8 holy sac'f'anzents, serve the LORD in IIis 
holy house."- Ihid. 5. 
10. "Contrary to the . . . most manifest doctrine of the 
Scriptures, and contrary to the usages of the Primitive 
Church, which was most pure and uncorrupt, and contrary 
to the sentences and judgments of the 'lnost ancient, learned, 
and godly doctors of the Church."-2 B. ii. I. init. 
II. "This truth. . . was believed and taught by the old 
holy fathers, and most ancient learned doctors, and received 
by the old Primitive Church, which 'lvas most uncorrzpt and 
" 2 B .. 2 . . 
pure. - . 11. . 'ln
t. 
] 2. "Athanasius, a very ancient, holy, and learned bishop 
and doctor."-Ibid. 
13. "Cyrillus, an old and holy doctor."-Ibid. 
14. "Epiphanius, Bishop of Salamine, in Cyprus, a very 
holy and learned ulan."--Ihid. 
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15. "To whose (Epiphanius's) judgment you have. . . 
all the learned and godly bishops and clerks, yea, and the 
whole Church of that age, " [the NiceneJ "" and so upward 
to our SAVIOUR CHRIST'S time, by the space of about four 
hundred years, consenting and agreeing."-Ibid. 
16. "Epiphanius, a bishop and doctor of such antiquity, 
holiness, and authority."-Ihid. 
17. "St. Augustine, the best learned of all ancient doc- 
tors."-lbid. 
18. "That ye may kno\v \vhy and when, and by wholn 
images were first used privately, and afterwards not only 
received into Christian churches and temples, but, in con- 
cluHion, \vorshipped also; and ho,v the same was gainsaid, 
resisted, and forbidden, as well by godly bishops and learned 
doctors, as also by sundry Christian princes, I will briefly 
collect," &c. [The bishops and doctors which follow are: ] 
4' St. Jerome, Serenus, Gregory, the Fathers of the Council 
of Eliberis." 
19. "Constantine, Bishop of Rome, assembled a Council 
of bishops of the West, and did condelnn Philippicus, the 
Emperor, and John, Bishop of Constantinople, of the heresy 
of the ]'fonothelites, not without a cause indeed, but 'Very 
iustly." - Ihid. 
20. "Those six Councils, 'which were allowed and received 
of all men."-Ibid. 
2]. "There were no images publicly by the space of 
almost seven ll,undred years. And there is no doubt but the 
PrinlÏtive Church, next the Apostles' times, was most pure." 
-Ibid. 
22. Co' Let us beseech GOD that we, being 'warned by His 
holy Word . . . and by the writings of old godly doctors and 
ecclesiastical -histories," &c.-Ibid. 
23. "It shall be declared, both by GOD'S Word, and the 
sentences of the ancient doctors, and Judglnent of the Pri- 
mitive Church," &c.-2 B. ii. 3. 
)( 24. '" Saints. whose souls rei.qn in joy with GOD."-lbid. 
25. "That the law of GOD is likewise to be understood 
against all our ilnages . . . appeareth further by the Judg- 
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ment of the old doctors and the Primitive Church.""- 
Ihid. 
26. "The Primitive Church, which is specially to he fol- 
lowed, as most. incorrupt and pure.''1-Ihid. 
27. "Thus it is declared by GOD'I S "'T ord, the sentences 
of the doctors, and the judgment of the Prinlitive Church." 
-Ihid. 
28. "The rude people, who specially, as the Scripture 
I teacheth, are in danger of superstition and idolatry; viz. 
f Wisdom xiii. xiv."-Ihid. 
29. " They [the 'learned and holy bishops and doctors of 
the Church' of the eight first centuries] were the preaching 
bishops. . . . And as they were most zealous and diligent, 
so were they of excellent learning and godliness of life, 
and by both of great authority and credit with the people." 
-Ibid. 
30. "The most virtuous and best learned, the most dili- 
gent also, and in number almost infinite, ancient fathers, 
bishops, and doctors . . . could do nothing against inlages 
and idolatry."-Ihid. 
31. "As the Word of God testifieth, \Visdom xiv."- 
Ihid. 
32. "The saints, no
() reigning in heaven with GOD.''1- 
Ihid. 
33. "The jòuntain of our regeneration is there [in GOD 'Is 
house] presented. unto us."-2 B. iii. 
36. "Somewhat shall no\v be spoken of one particular 
good u:ork, whose commendation is both in the law and in 
the Gospel [fasting]."-2 B. iv. 1. 
37. "If any man shall say. . . we are not now under the 
yoke of the law, we are set at Jiberty by the freedom of the 
Gospel; t.herefore these rites and custonlS of the old law 
bind not us, except it can be showed by the Scriptures of 
the New Testament, or by exalnples out of the saIne, that 
fasting, now under the Gospel, is a restraint of meat, drink, 
and all hodily food and pleasures fro'J1
 the hod,!!, as before: 
first, that we ought to fast, is a truth more manifest, then it 
should here need to he proved . . . Fasting, even by CHRIST"S 
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assent, is a withholding meat, drink, and all natural food 
from the body;" &c.-lbid. 
38. "That it [fasting] was used in the Primitive Church
 
appeareth n10st evidently by the Chalcedon council, one of 
the first four general councils. The fathers assenlbled there 
. . . . decreed in that council that every person, as well in 
his private as public fast, should continue all the day with- 
out meat and drink, till after the evening prayer. . . . . This 
Canon teacheth how fasting was used in the jJ r indtivf3 
Church."-Ibid. [The Council was A.D. 452.J 
39. "Fasting then, by the decree of those 630 fathers, 
grounding their determinations in this n1atter upon the 
sacred Scriptures. . . is a withholding of meat, drink, and 
all natural food from the body, for the detern1Îned time of 
fasting."-lbid. 
40. "The order or decree made by the elders for washing 
ofttimes, tending to superstition, our SAVIOUR CHRIST 
altered and changed the saIne in His Church, into a profit- 
able sacralnent, the sacrament of our regeneration or new 
hirth."-2 B. iv. 2. 
41. "Fasting thus used \vith prayer is of fJreat effi-cacy 
and weiglteth much with God, so the angel Raphael told 
Tobias.'''-Ibid. 
42. "As he" [St. Augustine] "witnesseth in another 
place, the martyrs and holy men in times past were wont 
after their death to be remmnbered and named of the priest 
at divine service; but never to be invocated or called upon.'" 
-2 B. vii. 2. 
43. "Thus you see that the authority hoth of Scripture 
and also of Augustine, doth not permit that \ve should pray 
to them."-Ibid. 
44. "To ten1ples have the Ohr.istians customably used to 
resort from time to time as to most Ineet places, where 
they might. . . receive His holy sacraments ministered unto 
them duly and purely."-2 B. viii. I. 
45. "The which thing both CHRIST and I-lis apostles, 
'with all the rest of the hol!! fathers, do suffici
ntIy declare 
ßo."'-Ibid. 
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46. "Our godly predecessors, and the ancient fathers of 
the Prinlitive Church, spared not their goods to build 
churches."-Ibid. 
47. "If we win show ourselves true Christians, if we will 
Le followers of CHRIST our 
IAsTER, and of those godly 
fathers that have lived before us, and now have received the 
reward of true and faithful Christians,'" &c.- Ibid. 
48. "'V e nlust . . . come unto the nlaterial churches and 
telnples to pray. . . whereby we may reconcile ourselves to 
GOD, be partakers of His holy sacraments, and be devout 
hearers of His holy \V ord," &c. - Ibid. 
49. "I t [ordination] lacks the promise of remission of 
sin, as an other sacraments besides the two above named 
do. Therefore neither it, nor any other sacrament else, be 
such sacranlents as Baptism and the Communion are."- 
2 Hom. ix. 
50. "Thus \ve are taught, both by the Scriptures and 
ancient doctors, that," &c.- Ibid. 
5 I. "The holy apostles and disciples of CHRIST . . . the 
godly fathers also, that were both before and since CHRIST, 
endued without doubt with the HOLY GHOST, . . . they both 
do most earnestly exhort us, &c. . . . that we should re- 
Inember the poor . . . St. Paul crieth unto us after this 
sort . . . . Isaiah the Prophet teacheth us on this wise . . . 
And the holy father Tobit giveth this counsel. And the 
learned and godly doctor Ohl'ysostorn giveth this adnlonition. 
. . . . But what mean these often admonitions and earnest 
exhortations of the prophets, apostles, fathers, and holy 
doctors 
"-2 B. xi. ].' 
52. "The holy fathers, Job and Tobit.'''-Ihid. 
53. "CHRIST, whose espeeial favour ,ve may be assured 
by this means to obtain," [viz. by almsgiving]-2 B. xi. 2. 
54. " Now will I . . . show unto you how IJ'Pojitable it is 
for us to exercise them [alms-deeds] . . . (CHRIST"S saying] 
serveth to . . . prick us forwards . . . to learn. . . how we 
may recover our health, if it be lost or impaired" and how it 
may be defended and maintained if we have it. Yea, He 
teacheth us also therefore to esteen1 that as a precious me- 
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clicine and an inestimable jewel, that hath such strength and 
'Virtue in it, that can either procure or preserve so inconl- 
parable a treasure."- Ihid. 
55. "Then He and His disciples were grievously accused 
of the Pharisees, . . . because they went. to meat and washed 
not their hands before, . . . CHRIST, ans\vering their super- 
stitious complaint, teacheth them an especial remedy how to 
keep clean their souls, . . . Give alms," &c.-Ihid. 
56. "Merciful alms-dealing is profitable to purge the soul 
fronl the infection and filtlt!! spots of sin."- Ibid. 
57. "The saIne lesson doth the HOLY GHOST teach in 
sundry places of the Scripture, saying, 'l\iercifulness and 
alnls-giving,' &c. [Tobit iv.] . . . The wise preacher, the son 
of Sirach, confirmeth the san1e, when he says, that' as 
water quencheth burning fire,'" &c.- Ihid. 
58. "A great confidence may they have hefore the high 
GOD, that sho\v mercy and compassion to them that are 
afflicted." - Ihid. 
59. "If ye have by any infirmity or weakness been 
touched or annoyed with thenl . . . straightway shall mer- 
cifulness wipe and wash them away, as salves and remedies 
to heal their sores and grievous diseases."- Ihid. 
60. "And therefore that holy father Cyprian admonisheth 
to consider how wholesome and profitable it is to relieve the 
needy, &c. . . . by the 'which we lnay purge our sins and heal 
our wounded souls."-Ibid. 
6]. "We be therefore washed in our baptism from the 
filthiness of sin, that we should live afterwards in the pure- 
ness of Iife."-2 B. xiii. 1. 
62. "By these means [by love, compassion, &c.] shall 
we move GOD to be merciful to our sins." -Ibid. 
63. '" He was dead,' saith St. Paul, 'for our sins, and 
rose again for our justification' . \ . . He died to destroy the 
rule of the devil in us, and He rose again to send down His 
HOLY SPIRIT to r'Ule in our hearts, to [endow] us with per- 
fect rignteousness."-2 B. xiv. 
64. "The ancient Oatholic fathers," [in marg.] Irenæus, 
Ignatius, Dionysius, Origen, Optatus, Cyprian, Athanasius, 
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. . . . "were not afraid to call this supper, some of then1, 
the salve of immortality and sovereign preservative against 
death; other, the sweet dainties of our SAVIOUR, the pledge 
of eternal health, the defence of faith, the hope of the re- 
surrection; other, the food of immortality, the healthful 
grace, and the conservatory to everlasting life."-2 B. xv. 1. 
65. "The meat we seek in this supper is spiritual food, 
the nourishlnent of our soul, a heavenly refection, and not 
earthly; an invisible meat, and not bodily; a ghostly sub- 
stance, and not carnal."-Ibid. 
66. "Take this lesson. . . of Emissenus, a godly father, 
that. . . thou loole up with faith upon the holy body and 
blood of thy GOD, thou marvel with reverence, thou touch it 
with thy n1Ïnd, thou receive it with the hand of thy heart, 
and thou take it fully with thy inward nlan."-Ibid. 
67. "The saying of the holy martyr of GOD, St. Cyprian." 
-2 B. xx. 3. 
Thus we see the authority of the fathers, of the first six f 
councils, and of the judgments of the Church generally, the 
holiness of the Primitive Church, the inspiration of the 
Apocrypha, the sacramental character of l\Iarriage and 
other ordinances, the Real Presence in the Eucharist, the 
Church's power of excommunicating kings, the profitable- 

ess of fasting, the propitiatory virtue of good works, the 
Eucharistic .commelnoration, and justification by a righteous- 
ness l within us] t, are taught in the Homilies. Let it be 
said again, it is not here asserted that a subscription to all 
and every of these quotations is involved in the subscription 
of an Article which does but generally approve the Ho- 
milies: but they who insist so strongly on our Church's 
holding that the Bishop of Rome is Antichrist because the 
Homilies declare it, should recollect that there are other 
doctrines contained in them beside it, which they [them- 
selves] should be understood to hold, before their argulnent 
has the force of consistency. 
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 12.-The Bishop of Rome. 
Article xxxviii.-" The Bishop of Rome hath no juris- 
diction in this realm of England." 


By "hath" is meant" ought to have," as the Article in 
the 36th Canon and the Oath of Supremacy sho\v, in which 
the same doctrine is drawn out more at length. " No 
foreign prince, person, 'Prelate, state, or potentate, hath, 0'1' 
ought to have, any jurisdiction, power, superiority, pre- 
eminence, or authority, ecclesiastical or spiritual, within 
this realm." 
This is the profession which everyone must in consistency 
make, who does not join the Roman Church. If the Bishop 
of Rome has jurisdiction and authority here, why do we not 
acknowledge it, and submit to him î To say then the above 
,vords, is nothing more or less than to say" I am not a 
Roman Catholic;" and whatever reasons there are against 
saying them, are so far reasons against remaining in the 
English Church. They are a Dlere enunciation of the 
principle of Anglicanism. 
Anglicans maintain that the supremacy of the Pope is 
not directly from revelation, but an event in Providence. 
All things may be undone by the agents and causes by 
which they are done. What revelation gives, revelation 
takes away; what Providence gives, Providence takes away. 
GOD ordained by miracle, He reversed by n1iracle, the 
Jewish election; He promoted in the way of Providence, 
and He cast down by the same way, the Roman empire. 
" The powers that be, are ordained of GOD," while they be, 
and have a claim on our obedience. \Vhen they cease to 
be, they cease to have a claim. They cease to be, when 
GOD relnoves them. He may be considered to remove theln 
when He undoes what He had done. The Jewish election 
did not cease to be, when the Jews went into captivity: 
this was an event in Providence; and what miracle had 
. .. 
ordained, it was miracle that annulled. But the Roman 
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power ceased to be when the barbarians overthrew it; for 
it rose by the sword, and it therefore perished by the sword. 
The Gospel l\finistry began in CHRIST and His Apostles; 
and ,vhat they began, they only can end. The Papacy 
began in the exertions and passions of man; and what man 
can Inake, man can destroy. Its jurisdiction, while it lasted, 
was "ordained of GOD; ", when it ceased to be, it ceased to 
clainl our obedience; and it ceased to be at the Refornla- 
tion. The Reformers, who could not destroy a l\linistry, 
which the Apostles began, could destroy a Dominion which 
the Popes founded. 
Perhaps the following passage will throw additional light 
upon this point :- 
"The Anglican view of the Church has ever been this: 
that its portions need not otherwise have been united to- 
gether for their essential completeness, than as being 
descended from one original. They are like a number of 
colonies sent out from a lllother-country. . . . . Each Church 
is independent of all the rest, and is to act on the principle 
of what nlay be caned Episcopal independence, except, in- 
deed, so far as the civil power unites any nUlnber of then1 
together. . . . Each diocese is a perfect independent Church, 
sufficient for itself; and the communion of Christians one 
with another, and the unity of them altogether, lie, not in 
a nlutual understanding, intercourse, and combination, not 
in what they do in COlnmon, but in what they are and have 
in common, in their possession of the Succession, their 
Episcopal fornl, their Apostolical faith, and the use of the 
Sacraments. . . . . Mutual intercourse is but an accident of 
the Church, not of its essence. . . . . Intercommunion is a 
dutJ, as other duties, but is not the tenure or instrulnent 
of the communion between the unseen world and this; and 
ßluch ll10re the confederacy of seps and churches, the nle- 
tropolitan, patriarchal, and papal systems, are matters of 
expedience 01" of natural duty from long custoln, or of 
propriety from gratitude and re\'erence, or of necessity frolll 
voluntary oaths and engagelllents, or of ecclesiastical force 
from the canons of Councils, but not necessary in order to 
G 
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the conveyance of grace, or for fulfilment of the ceren10nial 
law, as it lnay he called, of unity. Bishop is superior to 
bishop only in rank, not in real power; and the Bishop of 
Ronle, the head of the Catholic world, is not the centre of 
unity, except as having a prinlacy of order. Accordingly, 
even granting for argument's sake, that the English Church 
violated a duty in the 16th century, in releasing itself frolll 
the Roman suprelnacy, still it did not thereby conul1it that 
special sin, which cuts off fronl it the fountains of grace, 
and is called schisIll. It was essentially cOlnplete without 
ROIne, and naturally independent of it; it had, in t.he course 
of years, whether by usurpation or not, cOlne under the 
suprenlacy of Rome; and now, whether by rebellion or not, 
it is free froln it: and as it did not enter into the Church 
invisible by joining Ronle, so it was not cast out of it by 
breaking from ROlne. Thes
 were accidents in its history, 
involving, indeed, sin in individuals, but not affecting the 
Church as a Church. 
" Accordingly, the Oath of Supremacy declares' that no 
foreign prelate hath or ought to have any jurisdiction, 
power, pre-eminence, or authority within this reahn.' In 
other words, there is nothing in the Apostolic systenl which 
gives an authority to the Pope over the Church., such as it 
does not give to a Bishop. It is altogether an ecclesiastical 
arrangelnent; not a point de fide, but of expedience, custon1, 
01' piety, which cannot be claimed as if the Pope ougltt to 
have it.. any more than, on the other hand, the King could 
of Divine right claim the supremacy; the clainl of both one 
and the other resting, not on duty or reyelation, but on 
specific engagelnent.. \Ve find ourselves, as a Church, 
under the King now, and we obey hill1; we were under the 
Pope formerly, and we obeyed hin1. "Ought' does not, in 
any degree, corne into the question." 
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One remark nlay be n1ade in conclusion. It n1ay be 
objected that the tenor of the above explanations is anti- 
Protestant, whereas it is notorious that the Articles were 
drawn up Ly Protestants, and intended for the establish- 
ment of Protestantisll1; accordingly, that it is an evasion 
of their n1eaning to give them any other than a Protestant 
drift, possible as it n1ay be to do so grarnolatically, or in 
each separate part. 
]Jut the answer is simple: 
1. In the first place, it is a duty which we owe both to 
the Catholic Church and to our own, to take our refornled 
confessions in the n10st Catholic sense they will adn1Ìt; we 
have no duties toward their framers. [N or do we receive 
the Articles from their original franlers, but fron1 several 
successive convocations after their t.Ïnle; in the last instance, 
frOIl1 that of ] 662.] 
2. In giving the Articles a Catholic interpretation, we 
bring them into harn10ny with the Book of C0I11111on Prayer, 
an object of the n10st serious n10ment in those who have 
given their assent to both formularies. 
3. 'Vhatever be the authority of the [Declaration] pre- 
fixed to the ..A.rticles, so far as it has any weight at all, it 
sanctions the Blode of interpreting thell1 above given. }1--'or 
its enjoining the 

 literal and granunatical sen!:5e,"" relieves 
us fron1 the necessity of 11laking the known opinions of their 
fralners, a con1nlent upon their text; and its forbidding 
any person to H affix any nezr sense to any l\rticle,"" was 
prolllulgated at a titHe when the leading n1en of our Church 
were especially noted for those Catholic views which have 
been here advocated. 
4. It nlay be remarked, moreover, that such an interpre- 
tation is in accordance with the well-known general leaning 
of l\lelanchthon, frolH whose writings our Articles are prin- 
G 2 
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cipally drawn, and whose Catholic tendencies gained for 
hilll that saBle reproach of popery, which has ever been 
so freely bestowed upon meulbers of our own refonned 
Church. 


" Me]anchthon was of opinion," says 1\10sheim, "that, for the sake 
of peace and concord, many things might be given up and tolerated in 
the Church of Rome, which Luther considered could by no means be 
endured. . . . In the class of matters indifferent, this great man and 
his associates placed many things which had appeared of the highest 
importance to Luther, and could not of consequence be considered as 
indifferent by his true disciples. For he regarded as such, the doc- 
trine of justification by faith alone; the necessity of good works to 
eternal salvation; the number of the sacraments; the jurisdiction 
claimed by the Pope and the Bishops; extreme unction; the observa- 
tion of certain religious festivals, and several superstitious rites aud 
ceremonies."-Cent. XVI. 
 3, part 2. 27, 28. 


5. Further: the Articles are evidently fran1ed on the 
principle of leaving open large questions, on which the con- 
troversy hinges. They state broadly extreIne truths, and 
are silent about their adjustment. For instance, they say 
that all necessary faith n1ust be proved froIl1 Scripture, but 
do not say who is to prove it. They say that the Church 
has authority in controversies, they do not say 
()hat autllo- 
rity. They say that it nlay enforce nothing beyond Scrip- 
ture, but do not say where the remedy lies when it does. 
They say that works before grace and justification are 
worthless and worse, and that works after grace and justi
 
fication are acceptable, but they do not speak at all of 
works witlt GOD "s aid, before justification. They say that 
tnen are lawfully called and sent to nlinister and preach, 
who are chosen and called by men who have public autho- 
rity given them in the congregation to call and send 
 Lut 
they do not add by 
vhom the authority is to be given. 
They say that councils called by princes mayerI'; they do 
not deternline whether councils called in the na'J1'le of CHRIST 
will err. 
[6. The variety of doctrinal views contained in the 
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HOllliJies, as above shown, vicws which cannot be brought 
under Protestantism itself, in its widest conlprehension of 
opinions, is an additional proof, considering the connexion 
of the Articles with the Homilies, that the Articles are 
not framed on the principle of excluding those who prefer 
the theology of the early ages to that of the Refortllation ; 
or rather since both Homilies and Articles appeal to 
the Fathers and Catholic antiquity, let it be considered 
whether, in interpreting thenl by these, we are not going 
to the very authority to which they profess to subn1Ït 
thelnselves. ] 
7. Lastly, their fran1ers constructed them in such a way 
3S best to comprehend those who did not go so far in Pro- 
testantism as themselves. Anglo-Catholics then are but the 
successors and representatives of those moderate reforn1ers; 
and their case has been directly anticipated in the wording 
of the Articles. It follows that they are not perverting, 
they are using theIn, for an express purpose for which 
anlong others their authors franled then1. The interpre- 
tation they take was intended to be ac1nlissible; though not 
that which their authors took themselves. Had it not been 
provided for, possibly the Articles never would have been 
accepted by our Church at all. If, then, their franlers have 
gained their side of the conlpact in effecting the reception 
of the Articles, the Catholics have theirs too in retaining 
their own Cathol
c interpretation of theIne 
An illustration of this occurs in the history of the 28th 
Article. In the beginning of Elizabeth's reign a paragraph 
fOrllled part of it, nluch like that which is now appended to 
the Conul1uoion Service, but in which the Real Presence 
was deni'ed in u'o1"ds. I twas '-ldopted by the clergy at the 
first convocation, but not published. Burnet observes on it 
thus :- 


U'Vhen these Articles were first prepared by the convocation in 
Queen Elizabeth's reign, tbis paragraph was made a part of them; for 
the original subscription by both houses of convocation, yet extant, 
shows this. But the desigll of tIle government was at that time mucl
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turned to tIle drawing over the body of the nation to tlte Reformation, in 
whom the old leaven had gone deep; and no part of it deeper than 
the belief of the corporeal presence of CHRIST in the Sacrament; 
therefore it was thought not expedient to offend them by so particular a 
definition in this matter; in which the very word Real Presence was 
rejected. It might, perhaps, be also suggested, that here a definition 
was made that went too much upon the principles of natural phi- 
losophy; which, how true soever, they might not be the proper subject 
of an article of religion. Therefore it was thought fit to suppress this 
paragraph; though it was a part of the Article that was subscribed, 
Yét it was not published, but the paragraph that follows, 'The Body 
of CHRIST,' &c., was put in its stead, and was received and published 
hy the next convocation; which upon the matter was a full explana- 
tion of the way of CHRIST'S presence in this Sacrament; that ' He is 
present in a heavenly and spiritual manner, and that faith il:! the mean 
by which He is received.' This seemed to be more theological; and 
it does indeed amount to the same thing. But howsoever we see what 
was the sense of the first convocation in Queen Elizabeth's reign, it 
differed in nothing from that in King Edward's time; and therefore 
though this paragraph is now no part of our Articles, yet we are 
certain that the clergy at that time did not at all doubt of the truth of 
it; we are sure it was their opinion; since they subscribed it, though 
they did not think .fit to publish it at first; and though it was after- 
wards changed for another, that was the same in sense."-Burnet on 
Article XXVIII., p. 416. 


What lately has taken place in the political world will 
afford an illustration in point. A French 111inister, desirous 
of war, nevertheless, as a Il1atter of policy, draws up his 
st.ate papers in such nloderate language, that his successor, 
who is for peace, can act up to them, without conlprolnising 
his own pi'inciples. The world, observing this, has con- 
sidered it a circumstance for congratulation; as if the 
foriner n1Ïnister, who acterl a double part, had been caught 
in his own snare. It is neither decorous, nor necessary, 
nor altogether fair, to urge the parallel rigidly; but it will 
explain what it is here meant to convey. The Protestant 
Confession was drawn up with the purpose of including 
Catholics; and Catholics now \vill not be excluded. 'Vhat 
was an econ01l1Y in the refornlers, is a protection to us. 



Oonclusion. 


87 


'Vhat would have been a perplexity to us then, is a 
perplexity to Protestants now. We could not then have 
found fault with their words; they cannot now repudiate 
our meanIng. 


[J. H. N.] 


OXFORD, 
1'1le Feast of tile Conversion of St. Paul, 
1811. 
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A 


LETTER, 


0'C. 


1\1 Y DEAR FRIEND, 
J MUST begin by returning- you my most sincere tlulnks for 
your kindness in allowing yonr name to stand at the head 
of the considerations \vhich I have now to offer on a very 
serious and rather painful subject. \Vithout in the least 
committing you to any statement or sentiment which may 
fall fronl me, I nevertheless feel that such friendly coun- 
tenance may do m Hch in disposing Inen to think fairly and 
deliberately of the view ,,,hich I have been led to take: 
in itself a sufficièntly obvious one, yet such as may very 
,veIl escape obseryation, ,vhen people are excited, and think 
themselves called on to make up their minds in a hurry. 
'fhere seems sonle reason to apprehend a feeling of this 
sort, and that in quarters of no mean influence, regarding 
the attempt which has recently been made to obviate 
certain objections to the Thirty-nine Articles, and to 
reconcile subscription to them \vith Catholic principles. 
Persons seem unusually inclined to act and sp
ak hastily 
on that subject. 
This alone, considering the importance of the matter, 
n1ight excuse an endeavour, however ,veak, and however 
insignificant the lluarter from which it proceeds, to urge a 
A 2 
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little more patient reflection and inquiry, before steps are 
taken, ,vhich it may be desirable, but impossible, to retrace. 
13ut he ,vho no\v addresses you has a personal reason, 
,vhich may partly acq uit him of presumption in thus coming 
for\vard, ,vhatever other censure it n1ay dra\v . upon him; 

'iz. that he is himself responsible, as far as anyone besides 
the actual ,vriter can be, for the Tract on ,vhich so severe 
a condemnation has lately been pronounced by the Heads 
of Houses at Oxford; having seen it in proof, and strongly 
recommended its publication. 1 He is now, therefore, 
natural1y anxious to explain, as he best may, the grounds 
of an opinion which has dra\vn on him the recorded censure 
of a body ,vhich he is for so n1any reasons bound to respect. 
The chief ground, indeed, has been already stated by 
l\{r. Ne\vman, viz. its being known as a fact, that persons 
imbued with Catholic principles, and desirous of carrying 
out in good faith the views \vhich they seemed to them- 
selves to have learned fron1 sacred Antiquity, \vere in son1e 
points staggered by the tone and ,vording of the Articles. 
Thus the title of the Sixth Article, The Suificiellc!J of Holy 
SC1"ÏjJlzu'e fo'J' Salvat.iolz, might seem, at first sight, to 
dispense ,vith the Church's office, as a witness and keeper 
of Holy Writ, and an enunciator of the Rule of Faith. 
To say" a man is justified by faith only," might appear to 
contradict St. James, and to be at variance with the 
constant use of the terms Justification, Merit, and the 
like, in the \yritings of the Fathers. The description of 
the visible Church, if t,aken as a st.rict definition, n1ight 
seen1 to countenance the clairl1s of the Congregationalists. 
The Article ahout Sacraments has a sound at variance 
,vith the well-known and constant phraseology of the old 
Church writers: that about Councils requires explanation, 
to be reconciled \vith what has always and every\vhere 
been held, concerning those four at least, which the Church 
of England acknowledges. 
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1 This, his responsibility, he avowed to the Board, before the result 
of their deliberations on the subject was known. 
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On all t11ese and similar points, explanations at length 
bad been given in various works; and it seemed desirable 
to collect them in one, as a kind of manual to assist in 
,,,hat ,vas believed to be the true, legitimate, catholic expo.. 
sition of the Articles; whereby the scruples which ,vere 
kno,vn to exist, and other similar ones, which may be 
expected to arise from time to time in the interpretation 
of them, as of other formularies, might be removed or 
allayed, and our adherence to primitive antiquity, so far, 
thoroughly reconciled with our allegiance to the Anglican 
Church. 
Looking in another direction, one seemed to perceive an 
additional call for sonle brief and popular treatise to the 
above effect. From various quarters the cry of insincerity 
has been of late more and more loudly raised, against those 
\\Tho, subscribing these Articles, professed uncompromising 
reverence for the ancient Church; and it ,vas supposed 
neither unreasonable nor uncharitable, to put within the 
reach of persons, who might find something plausible in 
such an outcry, the true account of the several points of 
detail, which at first sight \vould naturally tell in its 
favour. 
If I may speak of myself individually, I \vill add that the 
general tone of the Tract, more especially of the Intro- 
duction, appeared to me so very instructive, so exactly what 
our present position requires, that it would have required 
sonle very grave reason indeed, to make me consent to its 
suppression. To explain myself, I will instance particularly 
one expression: the rather because it seems to have been 
understood by many quite in a different sense from what 
its author intended, and, as I should say, from what the 
context obviously requires. "Till her members are stirred 
up to this religious course (of repentance, confession, and 
prayer, such as to "'Tin back the forfeited blessing of the 
Unity of the Spirit), let the Church sit still; let her be 
content to be in bondage; let her work in chains; let bel' 
submit to her imperfections as a punishment; let her go on 
teaching with the stammering lips of ambiguous formularies, 
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and inconslstent precedents, and l)rinciples partial1y de- 
veloped."" In this I saw nothing but a condensed statell1ent 
of the same fact ,vhich had been taught and illustrated in 
detail in a former Tract for the Tinles, No. 86; the drift 
of ,vhich is to sho,v, that the deviations made in our Prayer 
Book froln the more perfect and primitive fornls may be 
accounted for, on the supposition of a special Providence, 
overruling them, to suit our decayed moral tone and 
condition: a view ,vhich, besides its intrinsic verisinlilitude 
and importance, I knew had tended much to rpmove 
scruples, and to satisfy tender minds. And although that 
Tract refers directly only to the Prayer Book, yet its 
principle readily extends itself to other parts of the Church 
system; and among the rest to the Articles; as also to 
the relations between our Church and the State: a fact 
,vhich ,vas brought before me by the phrases "anlbiguous 
fornlularies," "inconsistent precedents," and "principles 
Lut partially developed." Thus I sa,v nothing in the sense 
of ,vhat ,vas said, which had not been taught at large long- 
ago, without a shadow of scandal, as far as appears: and in 
the metaphor of "stammering lips," I seemed to see a 
beautiful and true adaptation of a most heavenly and con- 
descending image from Holy VV rit : 2 "IYh01rt shall lIe 
teach knowledge.? and 'lDholiZ shall He l1zake to ullderslaJl{l 
doctrine.? them that are weaned from the milk, arid dralDJt 
ji'om the úreasts. Fm' JJrecelJt '1JllMJt úe 'ltjJOll precejJt, jJrecejJt 
1fJJ01Z ?Jrecept, line 1lJ?0?t line, line 1tpon line; here a lilt! e aUll 
theJ'e a little. For with staïïlJ}ze'J'l
1lg tilJS and another tongue 
will lie sjJeak to this people: to 1{)hom lIe said, ' 17tis is the 
'rest wherewith ye ma!J cause the 1Cea?"!J to rest, (uul this is the 
'J'efj'eshing:' yet the!! would not near." Is not the Prophet 
here telling us, ho,v God in Ilis great Inercy feeds them 
with milk who have need of milk, though for the tilne they 
ought to be able to bear strong n1eat? how I-Ie speaks to 
them, as nurses to children, vouchsafing to imitate their 
imperfect tones? and why should it appear a thing offensive 


2 I::-a. xxviii. 0-12. 



tv the 1'!ti J'I!J-Jli JlC 1rt iclc8 cOJl8idered. 


7 


or incredible, that the dispensations of Providence wiih 
this Chnrch should have proceeded by a similar rule? Or 
\vhy should any of us take affront, at being advised to 
"refrain his soul and keep it low,'"' in regard of this 
particular trial, the Ïïnperfections of the Church to \vhich 
he belongs, as well as in the rest of his probation here? 
Is not the contrary the very sentiment, the prevalence 
"'hereof we lament in the Roman Church, and blame her 
\Yri tel'S and authorities for encouraging it ? 
I "Tite this without comnlunication \yith 1\11'. N e\vman, 
and am far from supposing that I enter into the full 
nleanillg' of his \vords; but this is to my n1Ïnd their obvious 
llleaning: and until English Churclunel1, generally, sym- 
pathize with hilll so far, I see no chance of 0111' Church 
a
sunling her true position in Christendom, or of the 
n1Ïtigatioll of our present" unhappy divisions." 
For these reasons I wished the Tract published: nor 
did it occur to Hle that it "'
as nlore likely to cause disgust, 
and excite animadversion and controversy, than fonner 
publications expres::::ing the saIne vie\vs. I found hardly 
anything in it: \yhich had not been before avowed, and 
explained, and vindicated. Perhaps I did not sufficiently 
consider the difference involved in bringing the \vhole 
together, in a comparatively small compass, and in sbo\ving 
ho\v it Lore directly on an inlportant practical question. 
nut as to the doctrinal substance of the 1\'act, it seemed 
not unreasonable to hope that the same liberty ",-ould Le 
allowed, as in other matters, at first sight at least equally 
senous. It is stating the case at the very lowest, to say, 
that the doctrines of Baptismal Regeneration, and of 
.Âpostolical Succession in the nlinistry, appear to be as 
expressly set forth in the Artic1es, and \vhat is Inore, in the 
Liturgy, as the sufficiency of Scripture exclusive of tradition ; 
or as Justification by }--'aith exclusi \
e of ",rorks in an senses; 
or as the conden1nation of the notion of Purgatory in 
eyery 
cnse in ,yhich it has ever been held. N O\V whether, 
for n1any years past, liherties have been taken with these 
do(
trille
, in the way not only of explanation, but of 
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absolute denial; \vhether the parties taking' such liberties 
have been fe\v, uninfluential, or unconnected \vith the 
University; these are matters familiarly kno\vn to all men; 
but \ve have not heard of the promulgation of any official 
reprimand on any such occasion. This is st ..ted not as 
necessarily imputing any blame to the authors of the 
})resent censure: }1e1'SOns in high place must be allowed to 
judge for themselves, when it is their time to speak, and 
when to keep silence: but it may serve to account for our 
not anticipating such notice in the case of this Tract, more 
than on former occasions. 


And this brings me to the particular topic, on \vhich I 
am anxious to address my brethren through you. The 
hope we had of being allowed to exercise our old freedom 
of interpretation on these subjects has been more or less 
disturbed by what has taken place. There appears to Le 
some chance of an authoritative prohibition of the vie\v, 
\vhich not this Tract only, but a \vhole army of \vriters, 
ne\v and old, recommend: and it becomes a serious question, 
'\That ought to be the line of conduct adopted in such case 
by persons holding that view, and concerned in any,vay 
,vith subscription to the Articles. 
It is a consoling, I trust \ve may say, a providential 
circunlstance, that no authoritative censure has yet been 
passed. A resolution carried in the Board of Heads of 
Ilouses, I need hardly say, is not an act of the University: 
it is merely the opinion of the majority of individual 
rnemLers of the Board, happening to be present: \vorthy 
of much respect as an expression of opinion from persons 
in high place, but not laying any definite obligation on 
t he conscience of those in inferior station: not what an 
episcopal sentence is to Churchmen \vithin the diocese; 
or an acaderrlÌcal sentence, to members of the University. 
1\.S yet (and ,,-e callnot be too thankful for it) we are under 
no a'llthoritatice censure: hut \vhat has occurred comes 

uiIiciently near to that case, to make it nlatter of Christian 
prudence" that \ve should realize the possibility of it as \veU 
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as we can, and try to obtain some general vie\v of what 
our position and duties \vould be, should it ever (which God 
forbid) occur to any of us. 
Suppose, e.g. that not the Heads of Houses, but the 
Academical Body in Convocation assembled, had determined 
that interpretations such as have been now (not for the first 
tiule) suggested, evade rather than explain the Articles, 
and are inconsistent \vith the duty of receiving and teaching 
them in good faith, to ,vhich the University, by express 
statute, binds her tutors and other members; how would a 
college tutor (to take the simplest case first) have to act 
under such circumstances, supposing him convinced that 
the condemned view is the right one? would it not be plain 
breach of a human trust, if he used the authority committed 
to him for the purpose of teaching that view? and of a still 
higher trust, if, in compliance with the academicalla\v, he 
forbore to inculcate it ? 
It is very desirable that the 'unavoidaúle extent of this 
difficulty should be thoroughly understood. There is such 
a thing, \ve all know, as stating a case of conscience nakedly 
and drily, in such a ,yay that no one shall be able to say 
the statenlent is exactly untrue, yet the effect on the whole 
\\yould be felt by everyone to be unfairly exaggerated, the 
conclusion, if I may so speak, far too large for the premises. 
One ,yould be very sorry to entangle any person in a 
scruple of that kind. But the ground of hesitation in the 
case ÏInagined, would surely be very different. The 
"'ords 
of the censure are very large: "interpretations, such as 
arc suggested in the Tract," are condemned: ùf course, all 
such interpretations: of course, then, each particular definite 
one ",
hich is at all peculiar to the Tract, or those ,vho are 
responsible for it. N O\V this is a very ,vide field: not to 
speak at present of its being indefinitely enlarged by the 
word such.l. ,vhich would inlpose on an instructor the task 
of considering, not merely whether a proposed explanation 
\vas contained in the obnoxious Tract, but whether it was 
of the same sort, and caste, and fan1Ïly. But to cOllfine 
myself here to IJoints actually stated in the Tract. Our 
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Inquirer's perplexity would begin ,vith the Sixth Article: 
he Inight have learned from some other quarter-from 
Field, perhaps, or Laud, 01 Tertullian/ or St. Augustine'" 
that Scripture alone is not the Rule of Faith, and in \vhat 
sense it is not so: but he \vould find the same mode 
suggested as in the Tract, of reconciling this opinion \vith 
the Article: therefore he must not adopt that mode. 
"\Vell, suppose him to have found some other, quite free 
from the dreaded infection: he goes on to the next group 
of Articles (with a light or a heavy heart, as it may happen); 
and there he cannot evade the difficulty, before alluded to, 
about Justification by Faith only: but unless he could fall 
back on pure Lutheranism (which our hypothesis excludes), 
he will find it hard to give an interpretation \vhich has not 
been more or less anticipated, either in the Tract or in 
the elaborate work of its \vriter on the same subject. 
Similar instances might be given in each follo\ving Article: 
but not to weary you, let him have arrived at that, which 
being specified in another document, may be thonght to 
have been chiefly in the mind of the censors: the T\venty- 
second Article, on Purgatory, Pardons, &c. Here of 
course his first object ,vould be to know what was meant 
by "the Ron1ish Doctrine:" and perhaps it might occur to 
him to look into the first draught of these Articles, set 
forth by Ed\vard 'TI. in the year 1552, \vhere he \vould 
find that the original phrase \vas "the doctrine of the 
school-men:" and he mig>ht conclude that he could hardly 
be ,vrong if he expounded the present Article to mean 
"the doctrine of the school-men, as it is developed ill the 
present practices and teaching of the Church: in papal 
buns, indulgences, authorized service books, fraternities 
founded or \varranted by authority to offer certain prayers, 
or the like." But here again he \vould find hin1self an 
\VrOllg', for on looking into the Tract, he "Toulc! meet with 
this sentence: "\"hat is opposed is the received doctrine of 


3 De Virgo V eland. 1. De Præscript. Hæret. 13. 
4 Enchirid. c. 56. 
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the day, or the doctrine of the Roman schools." This, as 
f
lr as circufilstances guide us, ,vould seem to be the point 
,vhich of all others has excited most displeasure, and there- 
fore it may seem that the censure refers to this suggestion 
particularly, as "evading rather than eXplaining the nleaning 
of the _\.rticle." _\.gainst it, consequently, a tutor, desirous 
to aet bond fide on the prohibition 've have been supposing, 
would feel hinlsèlf most especially set on his guard.\Vhat- 
ever he might do in any other .A.rticle, he could not, 'without 
ureach of trust, adopt the suggestion of the Tract on this. 
Then the question ,vould foIl 0 \v, 'Yhat is IJoctriua Ro- 
JJllllleJlsillJJl, if school-men, papal decrees, and ordinary 
clerical teaching, together do not justify that description? 
There nlight be some difficulty in replying to this; I will 
not therefore dwell upon it. 
Perhaps no'v instances enough have been given to rnake 
it clear, that, had the censure unhappily been authoritative, 
it ,vonld have been no slight stumbling-block in the ,vay of 
acaùemical tutors" ,vho might, on other grounds, think it 
their duty so to interpret ambiguous phrases in the Articles, 
as to bring therll most nearly into cOllfonnity with the 
primitive Church, and to throw no unnecessary censure on 
other Churches. Such persons ,vonld bave been met at 
every turn by the recorded sentence of the University 
against them: in them it ,vould have been no contunlacy, 
but plain conscientiousness, to withdraw fronl an engage- 
nlent ,vhieh they could not religiously fulfil. 
It Dlay be said, they nlight do the ,york of tutors, n1Ïght 
conduct a young man's general education, \vithout directly 
applying thenlselves to the teaching of the Article8. That 
particular suLjeet they n1ight leave to others, ,vho agreed 
11lore nearly in judgnlent ,,,ith the general body. But, in 
the first place, this plan would hardly satisfy a n1Ïlld 
di
posed to great exactness in nlatters of trust; siu<.:'e the 
Uniyersity statutes n1ake all tutor:::;, and not here and there 
an occasional theological master, responsible for their 
pupil::;' understanding- of and adherence to the .Articles. 
X ext, ('on
ic1el'ate Catholies k now well, that there IS, 
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practically, no separating the high and comprehensive 
vie\vs which that name imports from any of the moral 
branches of education. Silence them as you may on 
directly theological questions, how are they to deal \vith 
ethics, or poetry, or l1istory, so as not to guide their 
disciples by the light which the Church system reflects on 
all? And there is yet a deeper consideration: they may 
perhaps think that College tuition is a branch of the 
Pastoral Care; at least, if they be themselves ordained to 
serve at God's Altar: and then they will have no further 
alternative: they must either teach Catholicism, or not 
teach at all. 
To pass from the case of those engaged in tuition (which 
is also, 'JJuttatis 1nutandis, the case of those \vho appoint 
the University tutors): it \vould be matter of grave inquiry, 
\vhether any person, adhering to the Articles in the sense 
pointed out by the Tract, could with an unblemished 
conscience become a member of the University, or even, 
without dispensation, continue such. This doubt arises 
from the acknowledged rule of the best casuists, 5 that all 
oaths and covenants imposed by a superior, and especially 
subscriptions required to Articles of religion, are to be 
interpreted by the mind and purpose of the parties imposing, 
and in the sense \vhich they intended. Water1and adds, 
in speaking of our Articles, the sense of the compilers also; 
but he presently modifies that part of his statement by 
subjoining, 6 "The sense of the compilers, barely considered, 
is not always to be observed; but so far only as the natural 
and proper signification of words, or the intention of the 
imposers, binds it upon us. The sense of the compilers 
and imposers may generally be presumed the same; and 
therefore I n1ention both, one giving light to the other." 
This mode of speaking plainly implies, that he did not 
consiùcl" the sense of the compilers as being obligatory in 


· Bp. Sanderson de J uramenti Obligatione, Præl. vii. 
 9; and as 
quoted by him, St. Aug. Epist. 125, 4; 126, 13. 
· Case of Arian Subscription, c. iii. ,V orks, Ü. 288. 
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itself, but only as being one of the most certain w'ays to 
ascertain, \vhere otherwise doubtful, that of the imposers. 
That is' to say, if there be no reason to the contrary, the 
natural n1eaning of the words, as at first ùra,vn up, may be 
taken ,vithout hesitation as the meaning of the Church, or 
State, or 1Jniversity, calling on us to sign them. Still our 
obligation so to take them arises from our relation to the 
imposers, not to the compilers: or, as }Ir. Newman has 
lnore concisely worded it, "'Y e have no duties toward 
their framers." This is evident, on considering, that if 
an Article were ambiguous, it is competent to the same 
authorities which imposed it, to add a new Article, making 
the point clear: and it is the same thing, if they choose 
rather to declare that such and such is the signification of 
the old Article. Thus, whatever mig>ht be the n1eaning of 
the divines of King Edward, who c0111piled, or of those of 
Queen Elizabeth, who revised our Articles, as to Predesti- 
nation and Election, and other kindred tenets, it was within 
the prerogative of the Church governors in King Charles 
the First's time to declare, that those Articles should not 
be interpreted by the rules of any lllodern schools, but by 
thè literal and grammatical signification of the words. 
The plain and direct rule then is, that the Articles are 
to be subscribed to in the sense intended by those whose 
authority makes the subscription requisite. To prevent 
mistakes, though in a very plain matter, let it be here 
added, that by this expression, "the sense of the imposers," 
\ve do not of course mean the particular interpretation 
which the Bishops and other authorities for the time being 
might happen to put upon the several ambiguous passages, 
as n10st probable in their own private opinion. This could 
never be thought of for a rule, being a matter impossible 
to be ascertained, and varying continually as Church offices 
drop and are fiUed up. "The sense of the imposers," can 
only mean," the sense in which they intended to allo\v 
su1scription :" plain and obvious, \vhere the ,vords of the 
formulary admit but of one interpretation: in other cases 
douLtfu1 at first reading, yet capable of being fixed with any 
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degree of certainty, by comparison of different passages; 
by the declarations of the parties; or, as in the case no\v 
supposed, by an authoritative rule of exposition superadded 
to the original formula. 
We obey, then, the sense of the imposers, not only when 
,ve happen to agree with them in each particular interpre- 
tation, but also \vhen our disagreement, kno,,"'n or unknown, 
extends not beyond the limits which they in their discretion 
are ,villing to allow: ,vhen ,ve make no" open questions" 
beyond ,vhat they permit. Now, from the Reformation 
down,vards, both English Churchmen in genera], and 
academicallnen in particular, have had at least so much 
"Tarrant as this for interpreting the Articles in the Catholic 
sense. And to prevent cavil, I ,viII here explain what I 
understand by the Catholic sense. I understand the phrase 
to mean," that sense \vhich is most conformable to the 
ancient rule, Quod semper, quod 'llóique, quod aó o?JZniÓ1l8." 
When a doubtful expression occurs in a formulary, it seems 
to me catholic to interpret it so as may best agree ,vith the 
known judgrnent of the prilnitive, and as yet undivided, 
Church. Again, it seems catholic to interpret it so as to 
cast the least unnecessary 7 censure on other portions of 
the existing Church:. more especially where they form the 
great majority of Christendonl: both because such ,vould 
be the natural sentiment of a mind trained to think much 
of the supernatural fello,vshi p of Christians one among 
another; and because, argumentatively, q'ltod 'llóique, and 
quod aó OlJUZiÓlt8, are presumptions in favour of quod seJJZjJer, 
until the contrary has been proved. These I take to be 
the grounds and principles of the mode of exposition, of 
late so severely censured; grounds and principles which 


7 By "unnecessal'Y," I mean here, "not required, humanly spe
ik- 
ing, for the prevention of serious error in doctrine or practiee." And 
as an example, I would instance the Articles never charging the 
Churches of Greece or Rome with idolatry; as also their stigmatizing 
the tenets about purgatory, &c., not as overthrowing the foundations of 
the faith, but as "a fond thing vainly invented, and not proveable 
fron1 Scrjp
ure, but rather repugnant to it." 
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,vould not be sllaken by proving here and there an error of 
application or detail; though as yet I am not a\vare that 
anything material, even of that kind, has been or can be 
substantiated , as aO'ainst the statements of the Tract. 
ö 
l\fay we not appeal without hesitation to the \vhole tenor 
of English Church history, for the fact, that this,-which 
I will venture to go on calling the Catholic acceptation of 
the Articles,-has been allowed by proper authorities in 
e\-ery generation? although in equity the onus proóandi lies 
,vith those who would now put it do\vn. They may be 
fairly challenged to name the time, when either the Bishops 
or the Universities of England have limited, as some \voulù 
no\v limit, the sense in which the Articles are to be sub- 
scribeù. But we have moreover this positive presumption 
in our favour, that the first imposers of the Articles, who 
were some of them 8 also among their original compilers, 
did in effect not only allow, but even enjoin and recommend 
the Catholic sense of them. It has been often repeated of I 
late, but does not SeelTI to have been sufficiently noticed,- 
I \vill therefore here set it down once more :-that the 
same convocation, in the same set of canons, \yhich first 
required subscription to the Articles in 1571, enjoined also 
that preachers should "in the first place be careful never to 
teach anything from the pulpit, to he religiously held and 
believed by the people, but \vhat is agreeable to the doctrine 
of the Old and N e\v Testament, and collected out of that 
very doctrine by the Catholic }-'athers and ancient Bishops." 
It seems no violent inference, that the appointed measure 
of doctrine preached, \vas also in tended to be the measure 
of doctrine delivered in the \vay of explanation of doubtful 
passages in form ularies. The first generation, therefore" 
of subscribers to the Articles might \vell think they had 
sOluething nlore than permission to interpret them on 
Catholic principles. "\Yhat \vas tû hinder the next from 
taking the benefit of the saIne canon; and the next to 
them, and so on, quite down to our time; unless some 


s BÍ::;ho
s Horne and Grindall. See Stl''ype, Cranm. b. ii. c. 27. 
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authoritative declaration to the contrary can be produced? 
But the only interferences by authority that I am aware of 
,vere the King's declaration before mentioned, the re-enact- 
nlent of subscription in 166
, and the directions of William 
in 1695, repeated by George I. at his accession. In the 
two first, the animu8 imponentis cannot be supposed less 
favourable to Catholic views, than that of the synod in 
Queen Elizabeth's time; and the last relates exclusively to 
the fundamentals of the faith, as contained in the five first 
Articles. 
Nor can it be said that there was no interference, simply 
because the interpretation in question did not exist to be 
interfered with. Nobody can be ignorant that there has 
existed all along a school of divines who have been con- 
stantly employing it, on no mean points, but such as 
tradition, justification, the nature and authority of the 
(s'hurch, &c.: some of them confessedly among the greatest 
names in English theology. 
There was call enough for the imposers of subscription to 
repudiate such "suggestions," had they been so disposed. 
But no such thing \vas ever done; neither by the Church, 
nor (I speak under correction, not having documents at 
hand) by the University. 1\fay we not say then, with some 
confidence, that our case so far is complete? l\lay we not 
hope that however the cause, which seems to us Catholic., 
may be damaged in other respects by the unworthiness of 
its defenders, at least it will not be allowed to suffe.r from 
this imputation on their sincerity,-that they maintain 
it contrary to the known tenor of their own solemn engage- 
ments? 
But all this depends on the consent, implied or express, 
of the party imposing the subscription. Let that be once 
unequivocally withdrawn, and we should indeed be liable to 
the taunts and reproaches \vhich no\v affect us so little, 
\vere we to go on subscribing by virtue of our Catholic 
interpretation. I would not willingly excite unnecessary 
scruples, nor cast a stumbling-block in the ,yay of any 
mall's conscience; but is it not so, that had Convocation 
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ratified anything cqui valent to the recent vote of the Heads 
of Houses, not only tutors, holding the Catholic vie\v of 
the Articles, must have resigned their offices to avoid 
breach of trust, but no academic \vhatever, of the like 
principles, could either subscribe afresh or continue his 
subscription? Obviously he could not subscribe, for he 
could not do so in any sense allo\ved by the imposers. 
But since most of those who subscribe the Articles in the 
Universities, are too young to have definite opinions on 
their meaning, the main import of their subscription being 
that they receive them on the authority of the present 
Church: this might be thought no very great evil in 
practice. Fe\v, it may be thought, would be excluded by 
it; and those who did subscribe would have greater security 
(so this argument would suppose) for sound education. 

11t ,vhat are those to do who have subscribed long ago in 
the Catholic sense, 1l0\V (by hypothesis) forbidden? Can 
they honestly go on availing themselves of their former 
signature, 
o\v that the consideration is at an end which 
made that signature available? Can they with clear and 
untroubled consciences receive the emoluments of an aca- 
demical foundation, or exercise the privileges of a member 
of the academical senate, while deliberately breaking the 
condition on which only they were allowed to share in those 
advantages? As long as they do so, they seem virtually to 
continue or rene\v their act of adhesion to the formula: 
and if there \vould be insincerity in that act, \vere it now to 
ùe performed for the first time, surely to go on reaping the 
benefit of it amounts to a constant repetition of the in- 
sinceri ty. 
I am not prepared to say, that under such circumstances 
individuals might not honestly go on, having sufficient 
reason to know such ,vas the wish of the imposing body in 
their own particular case: but if not sin, it ,vould approach 
nearly to scandal, unless they could obtain a public dis- 
pensation, express or implied, to that effect. But as to the 
general case, as far as I see my way in it, I o\vn that I have 
no alternative: it would be equivalent to the University's 
B 
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adopting a new test, which if you cannot take, you can but 
retire from the society. 


The general principles which regulate Academical sub- 
scription must of course be applicable to Clerical subscription 
likewise ; only that all cases of conscience assume a deeper 
and more awful interest, as they come nearer and nearer to 
the Most Holy Things; and any sin or scandal \vhich may 
be incurred will be, cælm'is paribus, indefinitely greater. 
Nor am I unmindful, believe me, of the proportionably 
greater peril of unworthy tampering with this branch of the 
subject; and it is partly from a feeling of that sort that 1 
have preferred stating the general case, \vith an immediate 
view to the University, rather than to the Clergy. If, 
however, the determination of it above intimated is correct 
in substance, there can be no difficulty in applying it to 
this other and more serious relation. If a candidate for holy 
orders, or a clerk nominated to any dignity or cure, ,vere 
distinctly \varned, by the same authority \vhich calls on 
him to subscribe the Articles, that the Catholic mode of 
interpreting- them would be considered as "evading their 
sense," and" defeating their object;" the act of signature 
would evidently amount to a pledge on his part against that 
mode of interpretation. If, in virtue of a preceding sig- 
nature, he \vere already exercising his ministry, his going 
on, \vithout protest, to do so, after such warning, \vould 
virtually come to the same thing: it would be equivalent, 
as I said before, to a continued signature; unless indeed 
he could obtain from the imposers express or implied 
dispensation for his o\vn case, which would remove the sin, 
and, if made public, would remove the scandal also. 
But Clerical Subscription differs from Academical in this 
important respect; that it is not quite so easy to determine 
who are the real imposers of it, and what kind of declara- 
tion on their part is to be regarded as authoritative. Thus 
far, however, all Catholics will be agreed: that a synodical 
determination of the Bishops of the Church of England, 
with or without the superadded warrant of the State (on 
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whose prerogative in such causes I would refrain from here 
expressing any opinion), would be endued with unquestion- 
able authority. .A.nd it may seem at first sight as if nothing 
less could be so; as if the supposed limitation of meaning 
could only be enacted by another synod of London: just as 
in the University it would require an act of the Senatu8 
.dcadenlicu8. But would it not be dangerous, under present 
circumstances, to press this rule very rigidly ?-to insist on 
the literal meaning of the phrase, animltS impo1tenti8, so as 
to demand that the party modifying, should be formally as 
,veIl as substantially identical with the party enacting? 
,y ould it not be taking unfair advantage of the unhappy 
condition of our Church, and of the real or supposed inability 
even of her Prelates to legislate for her, independently of 
those who happen to be ministers of State for the time? 
It certainly seems as if, to a person really reverencing the 
Bishops as the Apostles' successors, there might be decla- 
rations of opinion not synodical, which would oblige him 
morally if not legally: as for example, if all our prelates 
should severally declare, ex Cathedra, their adhesion to the 
yie\v which has just been expressed at Oxford; or if not 
all, yet such a majority, as to leave no reasonable doubt 
\vhat the decision of a synod would be. In such case, 
,vould it not be incumbent on those who abide by the 
Catholic exposition, yet wished to retain their ministry, to 
protest in some such ,yay, as that the very silence of our 
Bishops permitting them to go on, would amount to a 
virtual dispensation as regarded them? More especially if 
the Bishop under whom \ve ourselves minister, did in any 
manner lay on us his commands to the same effect, (as a 
public, official declaration of his opinion would amount to a 
virtual command, and ought, I imagine, to be obeyed as 
such:) these are considerations which would make our 
position a very delicate one indeed. 
First, the old sacred maxim, He that heareth you hearetñ 
J.fe, or, as the Church afterwards expressed it, .Ecclesia in 
Epi8copo, could not but weigh heavily on a consistent 
Churchman's mind: receiving as it does in our days (if 
ß 2 



The Case of Catllolic Subscriptzon 
possible) additional point and force from the fact, that our 
o\vn Bishop's personal direction is almost the only mode 
left, by which \ve may ascertain the mind of the Church on 
any doubtful matter of practice. 9 
Next, let it be ,veIl weighed how much the Oath of 
Canonical Obedience imports. No pledge can be more 
solemn or direct, than that under which we stand bound 
"reverently to obey our Ordinary, and other chief ministers, 
unto whom is committed the charge and government over 
us; following \vith a glad mind and will their godly ad- 
monitions, and 8uómitting 0'llJ"8elre8 to their godly judgment8." 
This latter clause appears to refer, more especially, to 
doctrinal decisions: and if to any, surely most especially to 
their explanation of the terms of the engagement, to which 
they thelIlselves admitted us: as the Church's agents, it is 
true, and not in any wise by their O\Vll independent autho- 
rity; yet as deliberative, responsible, highly trusted agents, 
endowed severally \vith po\vers of more than human origin, 
to enforce their" godly judgments." So that it would be 
a very strong step indeed, and one hardly conceivable, but 
in a case where the very foundation of the faith was unequi- 
vocally assailed, for a Catholic Priest to go on n1Ìnistering, 
when he knew that he was violating the conditions on which 
his Bishop ,vould allow hin1 to minister. It would be far 
different from insubordinate conduct here and there, in 
points of detail: rather his whole clerical life \vould be one 
continued act of disobedience. "\Vho could endure such a 
burthen? "\Vhat labour could prosper, \vhat blessing be 
looked for, under it ? 
It is very possible that I may overlook something ,vhich 
materially affects this question, and which may be plain 
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9 By God's good Providence this statement, in its fulness, is now 
(1865) no longer applicable to our position, and apparently becoming 
less so year by year, as the idea of Synodical action with appellate 
authority is gradually reviving among ourselves, and in Christendom 
generally. And the perplexities and alarms to which these j;)ages 
address themselves are in the like proportion vanishing away. 
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enough to other persons; but it does seem to me that in 
the case supposed (of a public censure, and dispensation 
refused), loyalty to the Church, her Creed or her Order 
both, could only be maintained by one of the t\VO following 
courses: either \ve should continue in our ministry, respect- 
ful1y stating our case, and making appeal to the 
Ietropo- 
litan, or as Archbishop Cranmer did, to the Synod, and 
that publicly-which course one should be slow to adopt, 
except in a matter \vhich concerned the very principles of 
Faith and of Church Communion ;-01' else \ve should 
tender to our superiors our relinquishment of the post 
\vhich we held under them in the Church, and retire either 
into some other diocese, or, if all our Bishops were agreed, 
into lay communion. The objections in point of scandal to 
these two courses would be, that the former might sound 
under present circumstances more as a \vay of talking than 
anything else: the latter, unless the case were very an1ply 
and openly explained, \vould appear as if one conceded the 
notion of the Articles being incapable of a Catholic sense. 
But explanations might be given. And it seems on the 
whole that with the exception of such extreme cases as I 
just no\v put, of positive heresy in one of the 
fost Sacred 
Order, this resource of lay communion, painful and trying 
as it must be in most cases, both in a temporal and spirit.ual 
sense, \yould be the only one properly open to us. Farther 
than it we could Dot even appear to separate from that 
,,'hich \ve believe to be the manifestation of the Holy 
Catholic Church in our country. \Ye n1Ïght be eXC01l1- 
n1unicated, but \ve could neither join ours
lves to any of 
the uncatholic communities around us, nor form a ne\v 
eommunion for ourselves. "... 
 could not be driven into 
schisln against our ,viII. "\Ve could only wait patiently at 
the Church door, wishing and praying that our bonds Inight 
be taken off, and pleading our cause as we best might from 
rca:3on and Scripture and Church precedents. So little 
ground is there for the surmise, that advocating the Catholic 
sense of the Articles is symptomatic of a tendency to depart 
from the English Ch urch. 
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So far, my dear Friend, you will perceive that I have 
been addressing myself to those chiefly, who concur with 
me in their view of the principle on which the Articles 
should be expounded. May I, in conclusion, mention a 
few topics, which I \vould fain suggest for the consideration 
of persons demurring to that principle, either its truth or 
its expediency, yet unprepared to adopt, at all hazards, 
extreme measures to\vards the maintainers of it? The 
objects of such a censure as that \vhich occasioned these 
remarks could not indeed consistently deviate into schism: 
but it cannot be denied, that should it be unhappily adopted 
by Church authority, no\v or at any future time, very evil 
consequences of that kind may be anticipated \vith regard 
to others. The whole position of our English Church, in 
her great controversy with Rome, will be altered. She 
\vill no longer be able to take her stand, in questions of 
Church practice or interpretation of Scripture, upon the 
old Catholic fathers and ancient doctors. To what her 
appeal must be made, is not so clear; but as often as she 
tries to fall back on antiquity and Church consent, Romanists 
\vill have to say," Nay, you have explicitly condemned sug- 
gestions of that kind in the exposition of your Articles; 
you cannot no\v be allo\ved, as in former days, to avail 
yourselves of them." Hitherto, in all essential points, the 
follo\vers of antiquity among us have challenged the Roman 
Catholics to prove our formularies wrong: it has been con- 
stantly said, "Rome must move towards us in the first 
instance, if ever a re-union is to take place. JJ But now it 
\vill be quite obvious, that \ve too shall have to retrace our 
steps. "r e shall have \vantonly sacrificed so much of the 
holy ground, which, by an especial Providence, \ve have 
hitherto occupied. As we have in former days surren- 
dered to them the name Catholic, so \ve should no\v, by a 
kind of fatality, be conceding the thing itself, and that at 
the very point of time \vhen people gradually are beginning 
to be aware of its importance. There is no need to enlarge 
on the scandal \vhich this would cause to our English 
Romanists J encouraging them to continue in their schism; 
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and to Roman Catholics abroad, causing them to think and 
speak more harshly than ever of our branch of the Church: 
nor is there occasion to add anything to the important and 
unans\verable statements of 1\11'. Ne\vman, concerning the 
almost certain effect on lllany of our own communion, whose 
Catholic feelings are stronger than their principles are clear 
and consistent; who are of themselves sufficiently inclined 
to be j(>alous of the signification of our formularies, from 
circumstances unhappily connected \vith their origin and 
history; and who Inay seem to be wanting only such an 
impulse, as a false step on the part of our Church would 
give them, to go sheer over the precipice, and pledge them- 
sel yes to the infallibility of Rome. Eut may it not be \vell 
to give a thought also to another sort of scandal-the 
encouragement which ,vonld be given to the latitudinarian 
and dissenter, \vho will sneeringly congratulate our Church 
on having at last found out her own inconsistency, and 
abandoned the untenable position for \vhich she has so long 
been contending? 'Vill it be pleasant or profitable to have 
the good faith of former ages, the theological honesty of 
such as Andrewes and Laud, of Hammond and Bull, 
virtually impugned by the confession of their o\vn branch 
of the Church? 'Yill it not tend fearfully to the promotion 
of scepticism, and of a \vorldly contemptu0us tone on all 
such subjects? 
Again, it s110uld not be left out of sight, that the course 
\vhich I am now deprecating, tending to displace, on reli- 
gious scruples, a certain number of clergymen or acadellllcal 
men, tends, consequently, to perplex and discourage a certain 
number of quiet, thoughtful people, under their charge, or 
other\vise a\vare of the circurnstances. Of course, this incon- 
venience must be faced, rather than bear "rith false doctrine 
or immoral practice: yet it is a serious thing to n1ulti ply 
cases of conscience, and disseminate popular alarms, \vithout 
some great necessity; and those who think the interpreta- 
tion objected to rather imprudently stated than untrue in 
itself, \vill perhaps feel themselves bound, according to their 
opportunities, to check the same kind of ilnprudence, should 
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it appear on the opposite side, the more earnestly from 
their sYlllpathizil1g \vith such simple people as I am no\v 
alluding to. 
Further, we may be tolerably sure that the half-schis- 
matical effect of such a censure \vill not pass away \vith this 
year nor with the next, nor with the lives of those who have 
to inflict or endure it. There will always be, in all pro- 
bability, a certain number of educated persons, who \viH be 
led to take the vie\v now objected to of the Articles of the 
English Church, and will be unable to sign them in ::Iny 
other sense. They will be restrained, at most, to Lay 
Communion, and their energies \vill be so much lost to the 
ministry. And it \vill be much if in the course of years 
human infirmity do not cause some of them to lapse into 
absolute schism. At any rate there will be a constant 
though an involuntary thorn in our Church's side: in one 
respect more so even than the Nonjurors; at least so far 
as the point which gave name to their party \vent; for they 
naturally ceased as a sect or school, \vhen the claims of the 
exiled family vanished a\vay. But the interpretation which 
causes this difference, is such as cannot \vell cease to exist, 
\vhile men have eyes to read the Fathers and to compare them 
with the Articles, and hearts to feel the duty of Catholicity. 
The last evil that I shall no\v specify, as likely to ensue 
from any hasty step of the kind on the part of those in 
authority, is the necessity which it seems to involve of 
something more definite, to follow on the Protestant side 
of the controversy. (I use the \vord Protestant in its 
historical sense, that sense by which it is best known 
throughout Christendom, as denoting a certain school of 
positive opinions: not in its strict etymological sense, as 
simply meaning those \vho protest against certain errors of 
the Church of Rome.) For example: the censure, sup- 
posing it authoritative, declares it an evasion of the sense 
of our Church on Purgatory, to say that "the Romish 
doctrine" means the doctrine of the Schools as popularly 
taught in thai communion: will it not be expected, by and 
by, that the same authority should declare what is the 
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intended measure of Romish doctrine? May \ve not expect 
eflarts to establish, as a dictll7Jl of our Church, the too 
popular notion, that \vilful deaùly sin after Baptism, truly 
repented of, is as if it had never been; so that a life- 
long contrition is not needed, to make the man's final hope 
assured and certain? Again, the censure seems to repudiate 
Catholic consent as a part of the Rule of Faith: shall we 
have 110 endeavours, by and Ly, to assert in direct terms 
,the right of private judgment in its place? The same kind 
of questions might be asked with reference to the other 
disputed points; nor would it be hard to imagine two or 
three different schools of Theology, \vhich would earnestly 
contend \vith each other for the right of determining them, 
each encouraged by the success they had had in common in 
first setting out. There is here abundant promise of future 
controversy;. considering that the object of the censure was 
the peace of the Church. 
But we may be allowed to hope better things: and, 
indeed, whilst I am writing, I am informed that the respected 
authors of this severe but no doubt conscientious sentence, 
have given, or are giving currency to a statement, that they 
did not intend it as an expreseion of theological opinion, 
but rather, if I rightly understand \vhat I hear, as a caution 
against an immoral unfairness of interpretation, which they 
feared might find unintentional encouragement in the nlal1ner 
of reasoning adopted in the Tract \vhich they,vere noticing. 
You and others will judge ,vhether anything has been said 
incidentally, in the course of this letter, to ohviate any such 
suspicion, by eXplaining that the principle of the Tract ,vas 
that which the first imposers of subscription expressly 
recommended, and \vhich their successors in every genera- 
tion have constantly allowed: viz. to interpret all doubtful 
places, as nearly as possible, by the rule of Catholic consent. 
You \vill also judge \vhether I have at all succeeded in the 
more direct object of what has been said: in pointing out, 
namely, the course which persons interpreting our formu- 
laries on the above-mentioned Catholic principle must adopt, 
in the .cvent of an authoritative condemnation of that prin- 
e 
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ciple: you \vill judge whether the principle itself, or the 
condemnation of it, is more to be apprehended, as tending 
either to schism, or to scandal in other ways. And what- 
ever your sentence may be on these points, you will, I am 
sure, rejoice with me, that through the moderation of 
various parties, the discussion, at first so painful, appears 
likely to be concluded with no loss to truth, and (may I not 
add?) with some gain to charity (for I reckon as nothing 
\vhat may have been said in angry ne\vspapers, or in mere 
political declamation): and that \ve have heard so little, 
during its progress, of that most uncatholic sentiment, too 
often lightly uttered in such debates, "If a man cannot 
sign, let him go: \ve can do without him: if he does not 
like our Church, let him go to another:" as if there were 
any other to which he could go. The prevalence or abate- 
ment of this sort of language and feeling, is perhaps one of 
the surest indices of the decay or growth of the temper of 
Catholicity among us. . May we hear and practise less and 
less of it, and more of the tone and mind of t.hat good 
Bishop of our Church, who living in uncatholic times, yet 
made it part of his daily evening prayer, that GOD would 
" vouchsafe unto him an interest in the prayers of His holy 
Church THROUGHOUT THE WORLD, \vhich had that day been 
offered to the Throne of Grace." 


Believe me, my dear Friend, 
Very affectionately yours, 
J. KEBLE. 


Hursley, April 2, 1841. 


THE END. 
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